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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 


St. THomMAS AQUINAS, ¢. 1225-1274 


At the end of 1224 or the beginning of 1225 
Thomas was born at Roccasecca, near Naples, 
in the ancestral castle of the counts of Aquino. 
He was the seventh and voungest son of Landul- 
fo, the head of one of the most illustrious famt- 
lies of Southern Italy and nephew to Frederick 
Barbarossa. His mother, Countess Teodora Car- 
racciolo, was a descendent of the Normans who 
wrested Sicily from the Saracens. Landulfo and 
his sons were closely involved in the struggle 
between Frederick I] and the pope, and in 1229 
they besieged and plundered the papal strong- 
hold of Monte Cassino. In connection with the 
peace settlement of the following year, Thomas, 
who was then in his fifth year, was sent to the 
Abhey as an oblate with the hope that he would 
one day become its abbot. His stay there lasted 
for nine years, during which he received his pre- 
liminary education. In 1239 the emperor again 
attacked Monte Cassino, and Thomas returned 
to his family. 

To continue his education Thomas attended 
the University of Naples, where he followed the 
course In liberal arts. While there he became ac- 
quainted with the Dominicans, who had opened 
a school of theology as part of the university. 
In 1244 Thomas, against the wishes of his fami- 
ly, took the habit of the Dominicans and set out 
for Paris with the master-gencral to study theol- 
ogy. His father had recently died, and his moth- 
er, in an ¢ffort to alter Thomas’ decision, sent 
her two elder sons from the imperial afmy to 
seize him and hold him prisoner. He did not ob- 
tain his release until the following year after the 
Dominicans had appealed to both the pope and 
the emperor and his family had discovered that 
nothing could shake his determination. 

Arriving in Paris in 1245, Thomas began his 
theology at the Dominican convent. His master 
there was Albert the Great, who was beginning 
to be known as the champion of Aristotle, whose 
complete works, recovered from Arabic sources, 
were coming into general use al the University 
of Paris. When Albert was appointed to organize 
a Dominican house of studies at Cologne in 
1248, he took Thomas with him as his particular 
student. After four years more of study, Thomas 


received his baccalaureate and, on the recom- 
mendation of his master, was sent back to Paris 
to teach and to prepare for becoming a master 
in theology. 

In 1252 Thomas entered upon the teaching 
carecr to which he was to devote the rest of his 
life and which was to involve him in every great 
intellectual conflict of the time. Beginning as a 
bachelor, he lectured upon the Scriptures and 
the basic theological text-book of the day, the 
Sentences of Peter Lombard. He enjoyed great 
popularity asa teacher Once of his students later 
recorded that “he introduced new articles into 
his lectures, founded a new and clear method of 
scientific investigation and synthesis, and devel- 
oped new proofs in his argumentation.” Al- 
though the university required that a master in 
theology be at least thirty-four years old, Thom- 
as, after a papal dispensation, was given his de- 
gree in 1256, when little more than thirty-one, 
and appointed to fill one of the two chairs al- 
lowed the Dominicans at the university. 

Almost immediately after entering upon his 
universily career, Thomas was called upon to 
defend the nght of the new religious orders to 
teach at the university. Thomas and his friend 
Bonaventure became respectively the spokes- 
men for the Dominicans and the Franciscans 
againstathe charges made by the secular clerics 
of the university. Besides providing written ref- 
utation offthtir accusations, Thomas showed by 
his own teaghing that the religious orders had 
all the necessary qualifications. As part of his 
work at this period he held during the three 
academic years between 1256 and 1259 the two 
hundred and fifty-three scholastic disputations 
which constitute his treatise De veritate. It was 
also at this time that he began, perhaps at the 
request of the famous missionary, Raymond of 
Penafort, the Summa contra Gentiles. 

In1259,after three years of theological teach- 
ing as a master at Paris, Thomas returned to 
Italy. He remained there nine years. residing 
first at the papal curia at Anagni and Orvieto, 
then at the Dominican convent in Rome, and 
again with the pope at Viterbo. Offers to make 
him archbishop of Naples or abbot of Monte 
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Cassino were turned down so that he might con- 
tinue his teaching. He commented on the Scrip- 
tures, lectured on canon law, at the request of 
the pope compiled the Catenu Aurea of the 
glosses on the Gospels, and wrote a work aiming 
at the reconciliation of the Greek church with 
Rome. On the institution of the feast of Corpus 
Christi, he was chosen to provide its liturgical 
office, for which he wrote the hymns, Pange 
lingua gloriosi corporis mysterium, Sacris solem- 
niis juncta sint gaudia, and the Verbum super- 
num prodiens. Also with papal encouragement 
Thomas then began his exposition of the works 
of Aristotle. At the papal curia he met his con- 
fréere, William of Moerbeke, who at the sugges- 
tion of Thomas began a new translation of Ar- 
istotle direct from the Greek. Aided by a good 
text, free of the corruptions that characterized 
the versions taken from the Arabic, Thomas be- 
tween 1265 and 1269 commented on the Physics, 
Metaphysics, On the Soul, Ethics, Politics, and 
the Posterior Analytics. 

At the beginning of 1269 Thomas was sud- 
denly called back to Paris, where the conflict 
over Aristotle was coming to a climax. His ac- 
tivity in large part consisted. on the one hand, in 
refuting the Latin Averroists of the Faculty of 
Arts who were presenting an Aristotelianism 
seemingly incompatible with Christianity, and, 
on the other, in comhatting the Augustinians of 
the Theological Faculty who tended to look with 
disfavor upon the use of Aristotle in theology. 
Against the Averroists, Thomas wrote two trea- 
tises, De acternitate mundi and De unitate intel- 
lectus, to prove that their work was not sound 
philosophically, He also continued his exposi- 
tion of the text of Aristotle. He had occasion to 
answer both Augustinians and Averroists while 
expounding his theological doctrine through 


Scriptural commentaries, the many disputations 
he held at this time, and particularly the Summa 
Theologica, which he had begun in Italy in 1267. 

Thomas was recalled to Italy by his superiors 
in 1272 and charged with reorganizing all the 
theological courses of his order. Allowed the 
choice of location for his work, he returned to 
Naples. There at the university he lectured on 
the Psalms and St. Paul, commented on Aris- 
totle’s On the Heavens and On Generation 
and Corruption, and worked on the third 
part of the Summa. He also continued to write 
special treatises at the requests of his friends, 
as he had done throughout his life. At the very 
beginning of his career he had written for his 
fellow students the De ente et essentia; for the 
king of Cyprus he composed the De regimine 
principum; in the Platonic tradition he had 
commented on treatises of Boethius and the 
Liber de causis, which he showed was not a work 
of Aristotle; as his life drew to its close he com- 
posed numerous minor works on theology, in- 
cluding the Compendium theologiae. 

The writing career of Thomas came suddenly 
to an end on December 6, 1273. While saying 
mass that morning a great change came over 
him, and afterwards he ceased to write or dic- 
tate. Urged by his companion to complete the 
Summa, he replied: “I can do no more; such 
things have been revealed to me that all I have 
written seems as straw. and I now await the end 
of my hfe.” Early the following vear he was 
appointed by Pope Gregory X to attend the Gen- 
eral Council of Lyons. Overcome by illness 
shortly after his departure from Naples, he re- 
tired to the Cistercian monastery of Fossanova. 
There he commented on the Song of Solomon at 
the request of the monks, and died, March 7, 


1274. 
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PROLOGUE 


BECAUSE the teacher of catholic truth ought to teach not only 
those who have advanced along the road but also to instruct be- 
ginners (according to the saying of the Apostle: As unto little ones 
in Christ, I gave you milk to drink, not meat—I Cor. 3.1, 2), we 
purpose in this book to treat of whatever belongs to the Christian 
religion in a way that is suited to the instruction of beginners. 

We have considered that students in this doctrine have not sel- 
dom been hampered by what they have found written by other 
authors, partly on account of the multiplication of useless ques- 
tions, articles, and arguments, partly also because those things 
that are necessary for them to know are not taught according to 
the order of the subject-matter, but according as the plan of the 
book might require, or the occasion of disputation offer, partly, 
too, because frequent repetition brought weariness and confusion 
to the minds of the readers. 

Endeavouring to avoid these and other like faults, we shall try, 
with confidence in the help of God, to set forth whatever is in- 
cluded in sacred doctrine as briefly and clearly as the matter itself 
may allow. 


FIRST PART 


a a a a te ae ae ae a es 


TREATISE ON GOD 


QUESTION I 
THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF SACRED 
DOCTRINE 
(in Ten Articles) 


To place our purpose within proper limits, it is 
necessary first to investigate the nature and ex- 
tentof thissacred doctrine. Concerning this there 
are ten points of inquiry. 

(1) On the necessity of this doctrine? (2) 
Whether it is a science? (3) Whether it is one 
or many? (4) Whether it is speculative or prac- 
tical? (5) Howitis compared with other sciences? 
(6) Whether it is a wisdom? (7) What is its 
subject-matter? (8) Whether it is a matter of 
argument? (g) Whether it rightly employs meta- 
phors and similes? (10) Whether the Sacred 
Scripture of this doctrine may be expounded in 
different senses? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether, besides Philosophy, any 
further Doctrine is required? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that, besides philosophical doctrine we have no 
need of any further knowledge. 

Objection 1, For man should not scek to know 
what is above reason: Seek not the things that 
are too high for thee (Ecclus. 3. 22). But those 
things which fall under reason are fully treated 
of in the philosophical sciences. Therefore any 
other knowledge besides philosophical science is 
superfluous. 

Obj. 2. Further, knowledge can be concerned 
only with being, for nothing can be known except 
truth, and truth is convertible with being. But 
philosophical science treats of all being, even 
God Himself, so that there is apart of philosophy 
called theology, or the divine science, as Aristotle 
has proved.’ Therefore, besides philosophical 


[Gunzrat Nore. Unless otherwise indicated, the refer- 

ence to Articles is within the same question, and the ref- 

erence to Questions is in the same part of the Sumnsna.| 
1 Metaphysics, V1, 1 (x026°x9), 


doctrine, there is no need of any further knowl- 
edge. 

On the contrary, It is written (II Tim. 3. 16): 
All Scripture inspired of God is profitable to 
teach, to reprove, to correct, to instruct in jus- 
tice. Now Scripture inspired of God is no part 
of the philosophical sciences, which have been 
built up by human reason, Therefore it is useful 
that besides philosophical doctrine there should 
be other knowledge that is, inspired of God. 

I answer that, It was necessary for man’s sal- 
vation that there should be a knowledge revealed 
by God, besides the philosophical sciences built 
up by human reason. First, indeed, because man 
is directed to God as to an end that surpasses 
the grasp of his reason: The eye hath not seen, 
O God, besides Thee, what things Thou hast pre- 
pared for them that wait for Thee (Isa. 64. 4). 
But the end must first be known by men who are 
to direct their thoughts and actions to the end. 
Hence it was necessary for the salvation of man 
that certain truths which exceed human reason 
should be made known to him by divine revela- 
tion. : 
Even as regards those truths about God which 
human reason can discover, it was necessary that 
man should be taught by a divine revelation, be- 
cause the truth about God such as reason could 
discover would only be known by a few, and that 
after a long time, and with the admixture of 
many errors. But man’s whole salvation, which 
is in God, depends upon the knowledge of this 
truth. Therefore, in order that the salvation of 
men might be brought about more fitly and more 
surely, it was necessary that they should be 
taught divine truths by divine revelation. 

It was therefore necessary that, besides the 
philosophical sciences discovered by reason there 
should be a sacred science obtained through rev- 
elation. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although those things which are 
higher than man’s knowledge may not be sought 
for by man through his reason, nevertheless, 
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once they are revealed by God they must be ac- 
cepted by faith. Hence the sacred text continues, 
For many things are shown ta thee above the 
understanding of man (Ecclus. 3. 25). And sa- 
cred doctrine consists in things of this kind. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sciences are differentiated ac- 
cording to the different natures of knowable 
things. For the astronomer and the physicist both 
may prove the same conclusion—that the earth, 
for instance, is round; the astronomer by means 
of mathematics (that is, by abstracting from 
matter), but the physicist by means of matter it- 
self. Hence there is no reason why those things 
which are dealt with in the philosophical sci- 
ences, so far as they can be known by natural 
reason, may not also be taught us by another sci- 
ence so far as they fall within revelation. Hence 
theology which pertains to sacred doctrine dif- 
fers in genus from that theology which is part of 
philosophy. 


ArTICLE 2. Whether Sacred Doctrine Is a 
Science? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that sacred doctrine is not a science. 

Objection 1. For every scicnce proceeds from 
self-evident principles. But sacred doctrine pro- 
ceeds from articles of faith which are not self- 
evident, since they are not admitted by all: For 
all men have not faith (II Thess. 3. 2). There- 
fore sacred doctrine is not a science. 

Obj. 2. Further, science is not of singulars. 
But sacred science treats of singulars, such as 
the deeds of Abraham, Isaac,and Jacob, and such 
like. Therefore sacred doctrine is not a science. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xIv),! “to this science alone belongs that where- 
by saving faith is begotten, nourished, protected, 
and strengthened.” But this can be said of no sci- 
ence except sacred doctrine. Therefore sacred 
doctrine is a science. 

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is a science. We 
‘must bear in mind that there are two kinds of 
sciences. There are some which proceed from a 
principle known by the natural light of the intel- 
lect, such as arithmetic and geometry and the 
like. There are some which proceed from prin- 
ciples known by ine light of a higher science. 
Thus the science of perspective proceeds from 
principles established by geometry, and music 
from principles established by arithmetic. And 
in this way sacred doctrine is a science, because 
it proceeds from principles established by the 
light of a higher science, namely, the science of 
God and the blessed. Hence, just as the musician 

1Chap. 7 (PL 42, 1037). 


accepts on authority the principles taught him 
by the mathematician, so sacred science believes 
the principles revealed to it by God. 

Reply Obj. 1. The principles of any science are 
either in themselves self-evident, or reducible to 
the knowledge of a higher science. And such, as 
we have said, are the principles of sacred doc- 
trine. 

Reply Obj. 2. Singulars are not treated of in 
sacred doctrine because it is concerned with 
them principally, but they are introduced rather 
both as examples to be followed in our lives (as 
in moral sciences), and in order to establish the 
authority of those men through whom the divine 
revelation, on which this sacred scripture or doc- 
trine is based, has come down to us. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Sacred Doctrine Is One 
Science? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It seems 
that sacred doctrine is not one science. 

Objection 1. Foraccording to the Philosopher? 
“that science is one which treats only of one 
class of subjects.” But the creator and the crea- 
ture, both of whom are treated of in sacred doc- 
trine, cannot be grouped together under onc class 
of subjects. Therefore sacred doctrine is not one 
science. 

Obj. 2. Further, in sacred doctrine we treat of 
angels, corporeal creatures, and human morality. 
But these belong to separate philosophical sci- 
ences. Therefore sacred doctrine cannot be one 
science. 

On the contrary, Holy Scripture speaks of it 
as one science: Wisdom gave him the knowledge 
[scientiam] of holy things (Wisd. 10. 10). 

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is one science. 
The unity of a power and habit is to be gauged 
by its object, not indeed, in its material aspect, 
but as regards the formal aspect -inder which it 
is an object. For example, man, ass, stone, agree 
in the one formal aspect of being coloured; and 
colour is the formal object of sight. Therefore, 
because Sacred Scripture considers things ace 
cording as they are divinely revealed, as we have 
said €A. 2), whatever has been divinely revealed 
shares in the one formal aspect of the object of 
this science, and therefore is included under sa- 
cred doctrine as under one science. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sacred doctrine does not treat 
of God and creatures equally, but of God pri- 
marily; and of creatures only so far as they 
are referable to God as their beginning or end. 
Hence the unity of this science is not impaired. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing prevents inferior pow- 

2 Posterior Analytics, 1, 28 (87°38). 


FIRST PART Q. 1. ART. 5 : 


ers or habits from being differentiated by some- 
thing which falls under a higher power or habit 
as well, because the higher power or habit re- 
gards the object under a more universal formal 
aspect, just as the object of the common sense is 
whatever affects the senses, including whatever 
is visible or audible. Hence the common sense, 
although one power, extends to all the objects of 
the five senses. Similarly, those things which are 
the subject-matter of different philosophical sci- 
ences can yet be treated of by this one single 
sacred science under one aspect, namely, in so 
far as they can be included in revelation. So in 
this way sacred doctrine bears, as it were, the 
stamp of the divine knowledge, which is one and 
simple, yet extends to everything. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Sacred Doctrine Is a 
Practical Science? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that sacred doctrine is a practical science. 

Objection 1, For “a practical science is that 
which ends in action,” according to the Philoso- 
pher.* But sacred doctrine is ordered to action: 
Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only 
(Jas. 1. 22). Therefore sacred doctrine is a 
practical science. 

Obj. 2. Further. sacred doctrine is divided in- 
to the Old and the New Law. But law pertains to 
mora] science, whichis a practical science. There- 
fore sacred doctrine is a practical science. 

On the contrary, Every practical science is 
concerned with human operations, as for exam- 
ple moral science is concerned with human acts, 
and architecture with buildings But sacred doc- 
trine is chiefly concerned with God, of whom 
rather is man the handiwork. Therefore it is not 
a practical but a speculative science. 

I answer that, Sacred doctrine, although it is 
one, as we have said (A. 3), extends to things 
which belong to different philosophical sciences, 
because it considers in each the same formal as- 
pect, namely so far as they can be known in the 
divine light. Hence, although among the phil- 
osophical sciences one is speculative and another 
practical, nevertheless sacred doctrine includes 
both, just as God, by one and the same knowl- 
edge, knows both Himself and His works. 

Still, it is speculative rather than practical, be- 
cause it is more concerned with divine things 
than with human acts, though it does treat even 
of these latter, according as man is ordered by 
them to the perfect knowledge of God, in which 
eternal Happiness consists. This is a sufficient 
answer to the Objections. 

1 Metaphysics, 11, 1 (99321). 


ArTIcLe 5. Whether Sacred Doctrine Is Nobk 
Than Other Sciences? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It seems 
that sacred doctrine is not nobler than other sci- 
ences. 

Objection 1. For the nobility of a science de- 
pends on the certitude it establishes. But other 
sciences, the principles of which cannot be 
doubted, seem to be more certain than sacred 
doctrine, for its principles—namely, articles of 
faith—can be doubted. Therefore other sciences 
seem to be nobler. 

Obj, 2. Further, it is the sign of a lower sci- 
ence to depend upon a higher, as music depends 
upon arithmetic. But sacred doctrine receives 
from the philosophical sciences. For Jerome ob- 
serves, in his Epistle to Magnus,’ that “the an- 
cient doctors so enriched their books with the 
doctrines and opinions of the philosophers, that 
thou knowest not what more to admire in them, 
their profane erudition or their scriptural learn- 
ing.” Therefore sacred doctrine is inferior to 
other sciences. 

On the contrary, Other sciences are called the 
handmaidens of this one: Wesdom sent her 
maids tv invite to the tower (Prov. 9. 3). 

I answer that, Since this science is partly spec- 
ulative and partly practical, it transcends all 
others whether speculative or practical. Now 
one speculative science is said to be nobler than 
another either by reason of its greater certitude 
or by reason of the higher worth of its subject- 
matter. In both these respects this science sur- 
passes other speculative sciences: in point of 
greater certitude, because other sciences derive 
their certitude from the natural light of human 
reason, which can err, while this derives its cer- 
titude from the light of the divine knowledge, 
which cannot be deceived; in point of the higher 
worth of its subject-matter, because this science 
treats chiefly of those things which by their sub- 
limity transcend human reason, while other sci- 
ences consider only those things which are with- 
in reason’s grasp. 

Of the practical sciences, that one is nobler 
which is ordered to a further end, as political 
science is nobler than military science, for the 
good of the army is directed to the good of the 
state. But the end of this science, in so far as it 
is practical, is eternal happiness, to which as to 
an ultimate end the purposes of every practical 
science are ordered. Hence it is clear that from 
every standpoint it is nobler than other sciences. 

Reply Obj. 1. 1t may well happen that what is 

2 Epist. xxx (PL 22, 668). « 
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itself the more certain may seem to us the less 

rtain on account of the weakness of our intel- 

ct, “which is dazzled by the clearest objects of 

ature; as the owl is dazzled by the light of the 
sun.” ! Hence the fact that some happen to doubt 
about articles of faith is not due to the uncer- 
tain nature of the truths, but to the weakness of 
the human intellect. Yet the slenderest knowl- 
edge that may be obtained of the highest things 
is more desirable than the most certain knowl- 
edge obtained of lesser things, as is said in the 
treatise On the Parts of Animals? 

Reply Obj. 2. This science can in a sense take 
from the philosophical sciences, not as though it 
stood in need of them, but only-in order to make 
its teaching clearer, I’or it takes its principles not 
from other sciences, but immediately from God, 
by revelation. Therefore it does not take from 
the other sciences as from the nigher, but makes 
use of them as of the lesser. and as handmaid- 
ens; just as the master sciences make use of the 
sciences that supply their materials, as political 
of military science. That it thus uses them is not 
due to its own defect or insufficiency, but to the 
defect of our intellect, which is more easily led 
by what is known through natural reason (from 
which proceed the other sciences), to that which 
is above reason, such as are the teachings of this 
Science, 


ARTICLE 6. Whether This Doctrine Is a 
Wisdom? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It seems 
that this doctrine is not a wisdom. 

Objection 1. For no doctrine which borrows 
its principles is worthy of the name of wisdom, 
seeing that the wise man directs, and is not di- 
rected.’ But this doctrine borrows its principles, 
as is clear from what we have said (a. 2). There- 
fore this science is not wisdom. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is a part of wisdom to prove 
the principles of other sciences. Hence it is called 
the chief of sciences, as is clear in the Ethics.‘ 
But this doctrine does not prove the principles 
of other sciences. Therefore it is not the same as 
wisdom, 

Obj. 3. Further, this doctrine 1s acquired by 
study, but wisdom is acquired by God’s inspira- 
tion. And so it is numbered among the gifts of 
the Holy Spirit (Isa. 11. 2). Therefore this doc- 
trine is not the same as wisdom. 

On the contrary, It is written (Deut. 4. 6): 


1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 1 (993°9). 
# Aristotle, 1, 5 (64431). 

* Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 2 (982528), 
4 Aristotle, v1, 7 (1141"20). 


This is your wisdom and understanding in the 
sight of nations. 

I answer that, This doctrine is wisdom — 
all human wisdoms, not merely in any one order, 
but absolutely. For since it is the part of a wise 
man to order and to judge, and since lesser mat- 
ters should be judged in the light of some higher 
cause, he is said to be wise in any one order who 
considers the highest cause in that order. Thus 
in the order of building he who plans the form 
of the house is called wise and architect, in rela- 
tion to the inferior labourers who trim the wood 
and make ready the stones: As a wise architect I 
have laid the foundation (1 Cor. 3. 10). Again, 
in the order of all human life, the prudent man 
is called wise, because he orders his acts to a fit- 
ting end: Wisdom is prudence to a man (Prov. 
10. 23). Therefore he who considers absolutely 
the highest cause of the whole universe, namely 
God. is most of all called wise. Hence wisdom is 
said to be the knowledge of divine things, as 
Augustine says (De Trin. x11, 14).° But sacred 
doctrine most especially treats of God viewed as 
the highest cause—not just in so far as He can 
be known through creatures, which the phiJoso- 
phers knew—T7/at which is known of God ts 
manifest in them (Rom. 1. 19)—but also in so 
far as He isknown to Himself alone and revealed 
to others. Hence sacred doctrine is especially 
called wisdom. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sacred doctrine derives its prin- 
ciples not from any human knowledge, but from 
the divine knowledge, through which, as through 
the highest wisdom, all our knowledge is or- 
dered. 

Reply Obj. 2. The principles of other sciences 
either are self-evident and cannot be proved, or 
are proved by natural reason through some oth- 
er science. But the knowledge proper to this sci- 
ence comes through revelation, and not through 
natural reason. Therefore it has no concern to 
prove the principles of other sciences, but only 
to judge of them. Whatsoever is found in other 
sciences contrary to any truth of this science, 
must be condemned as false: Destroying coun- 
sels and every height that exalteth itself against 
the knowledge of God (II Cor. to. 4, 5). 

Reply Obj. 3. Since judgment pertains to wis- 
dom, according to a twofold manner of judging 
there is a twofold wisdom. A man may judge in 
one way by inclination, as whoever has the habit 
of a virtue judges rightiy of what concerns that 
virtue by his very inclination towards it. Hence 
the virtuous man, as we read in the Ethics,’ is the 
measure and rule of human acts. In another way, 
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by knowledge, just:as a ‘man learned in moral 
science tight be able to judge rightly about vir- 
tuous acts, though he had not the virtue. The 
first manner of judging divine things belongs to 
that wisdom which is set down among the gifts 
of the Holy Ghost: The spirttual man judgeth all 
things (I Cor. 2. 15). And Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. ii):1 “Hierotheus is taught not by mere 
learning, but by experience of divine things.” 
The second manner of judging belongs to this 
doctrine, since it is acquired by study, though its 
principles are obtained by revelation. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether God Is the Subject of This 
Science? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that God is not the subject of this science. 

Objection 1, For in every science what its sub- 
ject is is presupposed, as the philosopher says.” 
But this science does not presuppose what God 
is, for Damascene says (De Fide Orth,1, 4) :° “It 
is impossible to say of God what He is.” There- 
fore God is not the subject of this science. 

Obj, 2. Further, whatever conclusions are 
reached in any science must be included in the 
subject of the science. But in Holy Writ we reach 
conclusions not only concerning God, but con- 
cerning many other things, such as creatures and 
human morality. Therefore God is not the sub- 
ject of this science. 

On the contrary, The subject of the science is 
that of which it principally treats. But in this 
science the treatment is mainly about God, for it 
is called theology as treating of God. Therefore 
God is the subject of this science. 

I answer that, God is the subject of this sci- 
ence. The relation between a science and its 
subject is the same as that between a habit or 
power and its object. Now properly speaking the 
object of a power or habit is the thing under the 
aspect of which ali things are referred to that 
power or habit, as man and stone are referred to 
the power of sight in that they are coloured. 
Hence coloured things are the proper objects of 
sight. But in sacred science all things are treated 
of under the aspect of God, either because they 
are God Himself, or because they are ordered to 
God as their beginning and end. Hence it follows 
that God is truly the subject of this science. This 
is clear also from the principles of this science, 
namely, the articles of faith, for faith is about 
God. The subject of the principles and of the 
whole science must be the same, since the whole 


1 Sect. 9 (PG 3, 648). 
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science is contained virtually in its principles. 

Some, however, looking to what is treated of 
in this science,and not to the aspect under which 
it is treated, have asserted the subject of this sci- 
ence to be something other than God—that 
is, either things and signs,* or the works of salva- 
tion,’ or the whole Christ, that is, the head and 
members.” For we treat of all these things, in 
this science, but only so far as they are ordered 
to God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although we cannot know of 
God what He is, nevertheless in this doctrine we 
make use of His effects, either of nature or of 
grace, in place of a definition, in regard to what- 
ever is treated of in this doctrine concerning 
God, even as in some philosophical sciences we 
demonstrate something about a cause from its 
effect, by taking the effect in place of a definition 
of the cause. 

Reply 067. 2. Whatever other conclusions are 
reached in this sacred science are comprehended 
under God, not as parts or species or accidents, 
but as in some way ordered to Him. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Sacred Doctrine Is a 
Matter of Argument? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems this doctrine is not a matter of argument. 

Objection 1. For Ambrose says (De Fide, 1):' 
“Put arguments aside where faith is sought.” 
But in this doctrine faith especially is sought: 
But these things are written that you may be- 
lieve (John 20. 31). Therefore sacred doctrine is 
not a matter of argument. 

Obj. 2. Further, if it is a matter of argument, 
the argument is either from authority or from 
reason. If it is from authority, it seems unbefit- 
ting its dignity, for the proof from authority is 
the weakest form of proof according to Boethius.° 
But if from reason, this is unbefitting its end, be- 
cause, according to Gregory (Homi. 26),” “faith 
has no merit in those things of which human rea- 
son brings its own experience.” Therefore sa- 
cred doctrine is not a matter of argument. 

On the contrary, The Scripture says that a 


‘Peter Lombard, Sené., 1, d. 1,1 (QR 1, 14); cf. Aug: 
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bishop should embrace that faithful word whick 
is according to doctrine, that he may be able to 
exhort in sound doctrine and to convince the 
gainsayers (Tit. 1. 9). 

ZI answer that, As other sciences do not argue 
in proof of their principles, but argue from their 
principles to demonstrate other truths in these 
sciences, so this doctrine does not argue in proof 
of its principles, which are the articles of faith, 
but from them it goes on to prove something 
else, as the Apostle from the resurrection of 
Christ argues in proof of the general resurrec- 
tion (I Cor. 15.). 

However, it is to be borne in mind, in regard 
to the philosophical sciences, that the inferior 
sciences neither prove their principles nor dis- 
pute with those who deny them, but leave this 
to a higher science. But the highest of them, 
namely, metaphysics, can dispute with one who 
denies its principles only if the opponent will 
make some concession. But if he concede noth- 
ing, it can have no dispute with him, though it 
can answer his objections. Hence Sacred Scrip- 
ture, since it has no science above itself, can dis- 
pute with one who denies its principles only if 
the opponent admits some at least of the truths 
obtained through divine revelation. Thus we can 
argue with heretics from texts in Holy Writ, and 
against those who deny one article of faith we 
can argue from another. But if our opponent be- 
lieves nothing of divine revelation, there is no 
longer any means of proving the articles of faith 
by reasoning, but only of answering his objec- 
tions—if he has any—against faith. Since faith 
rests upon infallible truth, and since the con- 
trary of a truth can never be demonstrated, it is 
clear that proofs brought against faith cannot be 
demonstrations, but are arguments that can be 
answered. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although arguments from hu- 
man reason cannot avail to prove what must be 
received on faith, nevertheless this doctrine ar- 
gues from articles of faith to other truths. 

Reply Obj. 2. To argue from authority is most 
proper to this doctrine, since its principles are 
obtained by revelation, and thus we must believe 
the authority of those to whom the revelation 
has been made. Nor does this take away from 
the dignity of this doctrine, foralthough: :heargu- 
ment from authority based on human reason is 
the weakest, yet the argument from authority 
based on divine revelation is the strongest. 

But sacred doctrine makes use even of human 
reason, not, indeed, to prove faith (for thereby 
the merit of faith would come to an end), but to 
make clear other things that are put forward in 


this doctrine. Since therefore grace does not de- 
stroy nature, but perfects it, natural reason 
should minister to faith as the natural bent of 
the will ministers to charity. And so the Apostle 
says: Bringing into captivity every understand- 
ing unto the obedience of Christ (II Cor. 10. 5). 
Hence sacred doctrine makes use also of the 
authority of philosophers in those questions in 
which they were able to know the truth by nat- 
ural reason, as Paul quotes a saying of Aratus: 
As some also of your own poets said ; For we are 
also His offspring (Acts 17. 28). 

Nevertheless, sacred doctrine makes use of 
these authorities as extrinsic and probable argu- 
ments. But it properly uses the authority of the 
canonical Scriptures as a necessary argument, 
and the authority of the doctors of the Church 
as one that may properly be used, though merely 
as probable. For our faith rests upon the revela- 
tion made to the apostles and prophets, who 
wrote the canonical books, and not on the revela- 
tions (if any such there are) made to other doc- 
tors. Hence Augustine says (Epist.ad Hieron.) : 
“Only those books of Scripture which are called 
canonical have I learnt to hold in such honour 
as to believe their authors have not erred in any 
way in writing them. But other authors I so read 
as not to deem anything in their works to be true 
merely on account of their havingso thought and 
written, whatever may have been their holiness 
and learning.’’ 


ARTICLE 9. Whether Holy Scripture Should Use 
Metaphors? 

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: Itseems 
that Holy Scripture should not use metaphors. 

Objection t. For that which is proper to the 
lowest science secms not to be appropriate to 
this science, which holds the highest place of all, 
as we have said (A. 5). But to ;coceed by the 
aid of various likenesses and figures is proper to 
poctry, the least of all the sciences. Therefore it 
is not fitting that this science should make use 
of such Jil.-:nesses. 

Obj. 2. Further, this doctrine seems to be or- 
dered-to the manifestation of truth. Hence a re- 
ward 1s held out to those who manifest it: They 
that explain me shall have life everlasting (Ec- 
clus. 24. 31). But by such likenesses truth is ob- 
scured. Therefore to put forward divine truths 
by likening them to corporeal things does not be- 
fit this science. 

Obj. 3. Further, the higher creatures are, the 
nearer they approach to the divine likeness. If 
therefore any creature be taken to represent 
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God, this representation ought chiefly to be taken 
from the higher creatures, and not from the 
lower. Yet this is often found in the Scriptures. 

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 12. 10): 
I have multiplied visions, and I have used simil- 
itudes by the ministry of the prophets. But to 
put forward anything by means of similitudes is 
to use metaphors. Therefore this sacred science 
may use metaphors. 

I answer that, It is befitting Holy Writ to put 
forward divine and spiritual truths under the 
likenesses of material things. For God provides 
for everything according to the capacity of its 
nature. Now it is natural to man to attain to in- 
tellectual truths through sensible things, because 
all our knowledge originates from sense. Hence 
in Holy Writ spiritual truths are fittingly taught 
under the metaphors of material things. This is 
what Dionysius says (C@lest. Hierarch.i) :*“We 
cannot be enlightened by the divine rays except 
they be hidden within the covering of many sa- 
cred veils.” 

It is also befitting Holy Writ, which is pro- 
posed to all without distinction of persons—To 
the wise and to the unwise I am a debtor (Rom. 
I. 14)—that spiritual truths be expounded by 
means of likenesses taken from corporeal things, 
in order that thereby even the simple who are 
unable by themselves to grasp intellectual things 
may be able to understand it. 

Reply Obj. 1. Poetry makes use of metaphors 
to produce a representation, for it is natural to 
man to be pleased with representations. But sa- 
cred doctrine makes use of metaphors as both 
necessary and useful, as we have said. 

Reply Ob). 2. The ray of divine revelation is 
not extinguished by the sensible imageryin which 
it is veiled, as Dionysius says (C@lest Hierarch. 
i).2 And its truth so far remains that it does not 
allow the minds of those to whom the revelation 
has been made to rest in the likenesses, but raises 
them to the knowledge of intelligible things. And 
through those to whom the revelation has been 
made others also may receive instruction inthese 
matters. Hence those things that are taught met- 
aphorically in one part of Scripture, in other 
parts are taught more openly. The very hiding 
of truth in figures is useful for the exercise of 
thoughtful minds, and as a defence against the 
ridicule of the impious, according to the words 
Give nol that which ts holy to dogs (Matt. 7. 6). 

Reply Obj. 3. As Dionysius says, (loc. cit.)° 
it is more fitting that divine truths should be ex- 
pounded under the figure of less noble than of 

1 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 121). 2 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 121). 
'PG 3, 136. 


nobler bodies, and this for three reasons. First, 
because in this way men’s minds are the better 
freed from error. For then it is clear that these 
things are not literal descriptions of divine 
truths, which might have been open to doubt had 
they been expressed under the figure of nobler 
bodies, especially for those who did not know 
how to think of anything nobler than bodies. 
Secondly, because this is more befitting the 
knowledge of God that we have in this life. For 
what He is not is clearer to us than what He is. 
Therefore likenesses drawn from things farthest 
away from God form within us a truer estimate 
that God is above whatsoever we may say or 
think of Him. Thirdly, because thereby divine 
truths are the better hidden from the unworthy. 


ARTICLE 10. Whether in Holy Scripture a Word 
May Have Several Senses? 


We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that in Holy Writ a word cannot have 
several senses, historical or literal, allegorical, 
tropological or moral, and anagogical. 

Objection 1. For many different senses in one 
text produce confusion and deception and de- 
stroy all force of argument. Hence no proof, but 
only fallacies, can be deduced from a multiplic- 
ity of propositions. But Holy Writ ought to be 
ableto state the truth without any fallacy. There- 
fore there cannot be several senses to a word in 
Holy Writ. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De util. cred. 
lii)* that “the Old Testament has a fourfold di- 
vision namely, according to history, etiology, 
analogy, and allegory.”’ Now these four seem al- 
together different from the four divisions men- 
tioned in the first objection. Therefore it does 
not seem fitting to explain the same word of 
Holy Writ according to the four different senses 
mentioned above. 

Obj. 3. Further, besides these senses, there is 
the parabolical, which is not one of these four. 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Aforal. xx, 
1):° “Holy Writ by the manner of its speech 
transcends every science, because in one and the 
same sentence, while it describes a fact, it re- 
veals a mystery.” 

I answer that, The author of Holy Writ is God, 
in whose power it is to signify His meaning not 
by words only (as man also can do), but also by 
things themselves. So, whereas in every other 
science things are signified by words, this science 
has the property that the things signified by the 
words have themselves also a meaning. There- 
fore that first meaning whereby words signify 
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things belongs to the first sense, the historical or 
literal. That meaning whereby things signified by 
words have themselves also a meaning is called 
the spiritual sense, which is based on the literal, 
and presupposes it. 

‘Now this spiritual sense has a threefold divi- 
sion. For as the Apostle says (Heb. ro. 1) the 
Old Law is a figure of the New Law, and Diony- 
sius says’ the New Law itself is a figure of future 
glory. Again, in the New Law, whatever our 
Head has done is a type of what we ought to do. 
Therefore, so far as the things of the Old Law 
signify the things of the New Law, there is the 
allegorical sense. But so far as the things done in 
Christ, or so far as the things which signify 
Christ, are types of what we ought to do, there 
is the moral sense. But so far as they signify what 
relates to eternal glory, there is the anagogical 
sense, 

Since the literal sense is that which the author 
intends, and since the author of Holy Writ is 
God, Who by one act comprehends all things by 
His intellect, it is not unfitting, as Augustine 
says’ if, even according to the literal sense, one 
word in Holy Writ should have several senses. 

Reply Obj. 1. The multiplicity of these senses 
does not produce equivocation or any other kind 
of multiplicity, seeing that these senses are not 
multiplied because one word signifies several 
things, but because the things signified by the 
words can be themselves types of other things. 
Thus in Holy Writ no confusion results, for all 
the senses are founded on one—the literal—from 
which alone can any argument be drawn, and not 
from those intended in allegory, as Augustine 
says (Epist. xciii).* Nevertheless, nothing of 
Holy Scripture perishes on account of this, since 
nothing necessary to faith is contained under the 
spiritual sense which is not elsewhere put for- 
ward by the Scripture in its literal sense. 

Reply Obj, 2. These three—history, etiology, 
analogy—are grouped under the literal sense. 
For it is called history, as Augustine expounds‘ 
whenever anything is simply related; it is called 
etiology when its cause is assigned, as when Our 
Lord gave the reason why Moses allowed the 
putting away of wives—namely, on account of 
the hardness of men's hearts (Matt. 19. 8); it is 
called analogy whenever the truth of ons (ext of 
Scripture is shown not to contradict the truth of 
another. Of these four, allegory alone stands for 
the three spiritual senses, Thus Hugh of S. Vic- 


1 De Feel, Hter., Vv, 2 (PG 3, sor). 
3 Confessions, x11, 42 (PL 32, 844). 
§ Chap. 8 (PL 33, 334). 

4 De Util. Cred., 3 (PL 42, 68). 


tor (Secrom. 1, 4)5 includes the anagogical un- 
der the allegorical sense, laying down three senses 
only—the historical, the allegorical, and the 
tropological. 

Reply Obj. 3. The parabolical sense is con- 
tained in the literal, for by words things are sig- 
nified properly and figuratively. Nor is the figure 
itself, but that which is figured, the literal sense. 
When Scripture speaks of God’s arm, the literal 
sense is not that God has such a member, but 
only what is signified by this member, namely, 
operative power. Hence it is plain that nothing 
false can ever underlie the literal sense of Holy 
Writ. 


QUESTION II 
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
(in Three Articles) 


BECAUSE the chief aim of sacred doctrine is to 
teach the knowledge of God, not only as He is 
in Himself, but also as He is the beginning of 
things and their end, and especially of rational 
creatures, as is clear from what has been already 
said (q. 1, A. 7), therefore, in our endeavour to 
expound this science, we shall treat: (1) Of God. 
(2) Of the rational creature’s movement towards 
God (Part II). (3) Of Christ, Who as man, is 
our way to God (Part ITI). 

In treating of God there will be a threefold 
division :— 

For we shall consider (1) whatever concerns 
the Divine Essence. (2) Whatever concerns the 
distinctions of Persons (q. xxviz). (3) What- 
ever concerns the procession of creatures from 
Him (Q. XLiv). 

Concerning the Divine Essence, we must con- 
sider :— 

(1) Whether God exists? (2) The manner of 
His existence. or, rather, what is not the manner 
of His existence (Q. m1). (3) Vihatever con- 
cerns His operations—namely, His knowledge 
(Q. xIv), will (Q. xix), power (Q. XXV). 

Concerning the first, there are three points of 
inquiry :— 

(1) Whether the proposition “God exists” is 
self-evident? (2) Whether it is demonstrable? 
(3) Whether God exists? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Existence of God 
Ts Self-Evident? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that the existence of God is self-evident. 

Objection 1. Now those things are said to be 
self-evident to us the knowledge of which is nat- 
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urally. in us, as we can see in regard to first 
principles. But as Damascene says {De Fid. Orth. 
i, t, 3), “the knowledge of God is naturally im- 
planted in all.” Therefore the existence of God 
is self-evident. 

Obj, 2. Further, those things are said to be 
self-evident which are known as soon as the 
terms are known, which the Philosopher says’ is 
true of the first principles of demonstration. 
Thus, when the nature of a whole and of a part 
is known, it is at once known that every wholc is 
greater than its part. But as soon as the meaning 
of the word “God” is understood, it is at once 
seen that God exists. For by this word is signified 
that thing than which nothing greater can be con- 
ceived. But that which exists actually and in the 
intellect is greater than that which exists only in 
the intellect. Therefore, since as soon as the word 
“God” is understood it exists in the intellect, it 
also follows that it exists actually. Therefore the 
proposition “God exists” is self-evident. 

Obj. 3. Further, the existence of truth is self- 
evident. For whoever denies the existence of 
truth grants that truth does not exist. And, if 
truth does not exist, then the proposition “Truth 
does not exist” is true. And if there is anything 
true, there must be truth. But God is truth it- 
self: J am the wav, the truth, and the life (John 
14.6). Therefore ‘God exists” is self-evident. 

On the contrary, No one can think the oppo- 
site of what is self-evident, as the Philosopher 
states’ concerning the first principles of demon- 
stration. But the opposite of the proposition 
“God is” can be thought, for, The fool said in his 
heart, There is no God (Ps. 52.1). Therefore, 
that God exists is not self-evident. 

TI answer that, A thing can be self-evident in 
either of two ways. On the one hand, self-evident 
in itself, though not to us, on the other, self-evi- 
dent in itself, and to us. A proposition Is self- 
evident because the predicate ts included in the 
notion of the subject, as ‘“‘Man js an animal,” for 
animal is contained in the essence of man. If, 
therefore the essence of the predicate and sub- 
ject be known to all, the proposition will be self- 
evident to all as is clear with regard to the first 
principles of demonstration, the terms of which 
are common things that no one is ignorant of, 
such as being and non-being, whole and part, and 
the like. If, however, there are some to whom the 
essence of the predicate and subject is unknown, 
the proposition will be self-evident in itself, but 
not to those who do not know the meaning of the 
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predicate and subject of the proposition. There- 
fore, it happens, as Boéthius says (Hebdom.)* 
that “there are some concepts of the mind self- 
evident only to the learned, as that incorporeal 
substances are not in space.” Therefore I say 
that this proposition, ‘God exists,” of itself is 
self-evident, for the predicate is the same as the 
subject, because God is His own existence as will 
be hereafter shown (Q. 11, A. 4). Now because 
we do not know the essence of God, the proposi- 
tion is not self-evident to us, but needs to be 
demonstrated by things that are more known to 
us, though less known in their nature—namely, 
by effects. 

Reply Obj. 1. To know that God exists in a 
general and confused way is implanted in us by 
nature, since God is man’s Happiness. For man 
naturally desires happiness, and what is natu- 
rally desired by man must be naturally known 
to him. This, however, is not to know absolutely 
that God exists, just as io know that someone is 
approaching is not the same as to know that Pe- 
ter is approaching, even though it is Peter who 
is approaching. For there are many who imagine 
that man’s perfect good which is Happiness, con- 
sists in riches, and others in pleasures, and others 
in something else. 

Reply Obj. 2.Perhaps not everyone who hears 
this word “God” understands it to signify some- 
thing than which nothing greater can be thought, 
seeing that some havebelieved God tobeabody.* 
Yet, granted that everyone understands that by 
this word “God” is signified something than 
which nothing greater can be thought, neverthe- 
less, it does not therefore follow that he under- 
stands that what the word signifies exists actu- 
ally, but only that it exists in the intellect. Nor 
can it be argued that it actually exists, unless it 
be admitted that there actually exists something 
than which nothing greater can be thought. And 
this is what is not admitted by those who hold 
that God does not exist. 

Reply Obj. 3. The existence of truth in genera] 
is self-evident, but the existence of a First Truth 
is not self-evident to us. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether [t Can Be Demonstrated 
That God Exists? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the existence of God cannot be dem- 
onstrated. 
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Objection 1. For it is an article of faith that 
God exists. But what is of faith cannot be dem- 
onstrated, because a demonstration produces 
knowledge, while faith is of theunseen (Heb. 11. 
1). Therefore it cannot be demonstrated that 
God exists. 

Obj. 2. Further, essence is the middle term 
of demonstration. But we cannot know in what 
God’s essence consists, but solely in what it does 
not consist, as Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. i, 
4).! Therefore we cannot demonstrate that God 
exists. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the existence of God were 
demonstrated, this could only be from His ef- 
fects. But His effects are not proportionate to 
Him, since He is infinite and His effects are fi- 
nite, and between the finite and infinite there is 
no proportion. Therefore, since a cause cannot 
be demonstrated by an effect not proportionate 
to it, it seems that the existence of God cannot 
be demonstrated. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says: The tnvis- 
ible things of Him are clearly seen, being under- 
stood by the things that are made (Rom. 1. 20). 
But this would not be unless the existence of 
God could be demonstrated through the things 
that are made. For the first thing we must know 
of anything is whether it exists. 

I answer that, Demonstration can be made in 
two ways. One is through the cause, and is called 
propterquid, and this is to argue from what is 
prior absolutely. The other is through the effect, 
and is called a demonstration guia. This is to ar- 
gue from what is prior relatively only to us. When 
an effect is better known to us than its cause, 
from the effect we proceed to the knowledge of 
the cause. And from every effect the existence of 
its proper cause can be demonstrated, so long as 
its effects are better known to us, because since 
every effect depends upon its cause, if the effect 
exists, the cause must pre-exist. Hence the exist- 
ence of God, in so far as it is not self-evident to 
us, can be demonstrated from those of His ef- 
fects which are known to us. 

Reply Obj. 1. The existence of God and other 
like truths about God which can be known by 
natural reason, are not. articles of faith, but are 
preambles to the aaticles. For faith presupposes 
natural knowledge, even as grace presup, uses na- 
ture, and perfection supposes something that can 
be perfected. Nevertheless, there is nothing to 
prevent a man who cannot grasp a proof accept- 
ing, as a matter of faith, something which in it- 
selfis capable of being known and demonstrated. 

Reply Obj, 2. When the existence of a cause is 
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demonstrated froman effect, this effect takes the 
place of the definition of the cause in proof of 
the cause’s existence. This is especially the case 
in regard to God, because, in order to prove the 
existence of anything, it is necessary to accept 
as a middle term the meaning of the name, and 
not its essence, for the question of its essence 
follows on the question of its existence. Now the 
names given to God are derived from His effects, 
as we will show later (Q. x11, A. 1). Consequent- 
ly, in demonstrating the existence of God from 
His effects, we may take for the middle term the 
meaning of the word “God.” 

Reply Obj. 3. From effects not proportionate 
to the cause no perfect knowledge of that cause 
can be obtained. Yet from every effect the exist- 
ence of the cause can be clearly demonstrated, 
and so we can demonstrate the existence of God 
from His effects, though from them we cannot 
perfectly know God as He is in His essence. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Exisis? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: Itseems 
that God does not exist. 

Objection 1. For if one of two contraries were 
infinite, the other would bealtogether destroyed. 
But the word ‘God” means that He is infinite 
goodness, If, therefore, God existed, there would 
be no evil discoverable. But there is evil in the 
world. Therefore God does not exist. 

Obj. 2. Further, what can be accomplished by 
a few principles is not effected by many. But it 
seems that everything we see in the world can be 
accounted forby other principles, supposing God 
did not exist. For all natural things can be re- 
duced to one principle, which is nature, and all 
voluntary things can be reduced to oneprinciple, 
which is human reason, or will Therefore there 
is no need to suppose God's existence. 

On the contrary, It is saidinthe,.erson of God: 
lam Who am (Exod. 3. 14). 

I answer that, The existence of God can be 
proved in five ways. 

The firs. and more manifest way is the argu- 
ment from motion. It is certain, and evident to 
our senses, that in this world some things are in 
motion. Now whatever is in motion is put in mo- 
tion by another, fornothing can be in motion un- 
less it is in potency to that towards which it is 
in motion. But a thing moves in so far as it is in 
act. For motion is nothing else than the reduc- 
tion of something from potency to act. But noth- 
ing can be reduced from potency to act except 
by something in a state of act. Thus that which 
is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is po- 
tentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby 
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moves and changes it. Now it is not possible that 
the same thing should be at once in act and po- 
tency in the same respect, but only in different 
respects. For what is actually hot cannot simul- 
taneously be potentially hot, though it is simul- 
taneously potentially cold. It is therefore impos- 
sible that in the same respect and in the same 
way athing shouldbe bothmoverand moved, that 
is, that it should move itself. Therefore, what- 
everis moved must be moved by another. If that 
by which it is moved be itself moved, then this 
also must be moved by another, and that by an- 
other again. But this cannot go on to infinity, be- 
cause then there would be no first mover, and, 
consequently, no other mover, seeing that sub- 
sequent movers move only because as they are 
moved by the first mover, just as the staff moves 
only because it is moved by the hand. Therefore 
it is necessary to arrive at a first mover which is 
moved by no other. And this everyone under- 
stands to be God. 

The second way is from the notion of efficient 
cause. Jn the world of sense we find there is an 
order of efficient causes. There is no case known 
(nor indeed, is it possible) in which a thing is 
found to be the efficient cause of itself, because 
in that case it would be prior to itself, which js 
impossible. Now in efficient causes it is not pos- 
sible to go on to infinity, because in all efficient 
causes following in order, the first is the cause 
of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate 
is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the 
intermediate cause be several, or one only. Now 
to take away the cause is to take away the effect. 
Therefore, if there be no first cause among effi- 
cient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any 
intermediate cause. But if in efficient causes it is 
possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first 
efficient cause, neither will there be an ultimate 
effect, nor any intermediate efficient causes, all 
of which is plainly false. Thereforeitisnecessary 
to admit a first efficient cause,to which everyone 
gives the name or God. 

The third way is taken from possibility and 
necessity, and runs thus. We find in nature things 
that are possible to be and not to be, since they 
are found to be generated, and to be corrupted, 
and consequently they are possible to be and not 
to be. But it is impossible for these always to ex- 
ist, for that which is possible not to be at some 
time is not. Therefore, if everything is possible 
not to be, then at one time there could have been 
nothing in existence. Now if this were true, even 
now there would be nothing inexistence, because 
that which does not exist only begins to exist by 
something already existing. Therefore, if at one 


time nothing was in existence, it wouldhave been 
impossible for anything to have begun to exist; 
and thus even now nothing would be in existence 
—which is clearly false. Therefore, not all beings 
are merely possible, but there must exist some- 
thing the existence of which is necessary. But 
every necessary thing either has its necessity 
caused by another, or not. Nowit is impossible to 
go on to infinity in necessary things which have 
their necessity caused by another, as has been al- 
ready proved in regard to efficient causes. There- 
fore we must admit the existence of some being 
having of itself its own necessity, and not receiv- 
ing it from another, but rather causing in others 
their necessity. This all men speak of as God. 

The fourth way is taken from the gradation to 
be found in things. Among beings there are some 
more and some less good, true, noble, and the 
like. But “more” and “less” are predicated of dif- 
ferent things, according as they resemblein their 
different ways something which isthemaximum, 
asa thing is said to be hotter according as it more 
nearly resembles that which js hottest. There is 
then, something which is truest, something best, 
something noblest, and, consequently, something 
which is most being; for those things that are 
greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is 
written in the Metaphysics.! Now the maximum 
In any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as 
hre, which is the maximum of heat, is the cause 
of all hot things as is said in the same book.’ 
Therefore there must also be something which is 
to all beings the cause of their being, goodness, 
and every other perfection. And this we call God. 

The fifth way is taken from the governance of 
things. We see that things which lack knowledge, 
such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this 
is evident from their acting always, or nearly 
always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best 
result. Hence it is plain that they achieve their 
end not by chance, but by design. Now whatever 
lacks knowledge cannot move towards an end, 
unless it be directed by some being endowed 
with knowledge and intelligence, as the arrow is 
directed by the archer. Therefore some intelli- 
gent being exists by whom all natural things are 
ordered to their end; and this being we call God. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (Enchir. xi) :° 
“Since God is the highest good, He would not 
allow any evil to exist in His works, unless His 
omnipotence and goodness were such as to bring 
good even out of evil.” This is part of the infi- 
nite goodness of God, that He should allow evil 
to exist, and out of it produce good. 
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‘Reply Obj. 2. Since nature works for a deter- 
minateend under the direction of a higher agent, 
whatever is done by nature must be traced back 
to God, as to its first cause. So also whatever is 
done voluntarily must also be traced back to some 
higher cause other than human reason or will, 
since these can change and fail. For all things 
that are changeable and capable of defect must 
be traced back to an immovable and self-neces- 
sary first principle, as was shown in the body of 
the Article. 


QUESTION III 
OF THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD 
(In Eight Articles) 


WHEN the existence of a thing has been ascer- 
tained there remains the further question of the 
manner of its existence, in order that we may 
know what it is. Now, because we cannot know 
what God is, but rather what He is not, we have 
no means for considering how God is, but rather 
how He is not. 

Therefore, we must consider (1) How He is 
not. (2) How He is known by us. (g. xir) (3) 
How He is named. (qQ. xu11). 

Now it can be shown how God is not, by deny- 
ing of Him whateveris unfittingto Hin—namely, 
composition, motion, and the like. Therefore (1) 
we must discuss His simplicity, whereby we deny 
composition in Him; and because whatever is 
simple in material things is imperfect and a part 
of something else. we shall discuss (2) His per- 
fection. (Q. 1V) (3) His infinity. (Q. vit) (4) His 
immutability. (9. 1x) (5) His unity (a. x1). 

Concerning His simplicity, there are eight 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether God is a body? 
- (2) Whether Heis composed of matterand form? 
(3) Whether in Him thereis composition of quid- 
dity, essence or nature,and subject? (4) Whether 
He is composed of essence and existence? (5) 
Whether He is composed of genus and differ- 
ence? (6) Whether He is composed of subject 
and accident? (7) Whether He is in any way 
composite, or wholly simple? (8) Whether He 
enters into composition with other things? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Js a Body? 


We proceed thus to the First Article. U seems 
that God is a body. 

Objection 1. For a body is that which has three 
dimensions. But Holy Scripture attributes three 
dimensions to God, for it is written: He is higher 
than Heaven, and what wilt thou do? He is deeper 
than Hell, and how wilt thou know? The meas- 
ure of Him is longer than the earth and broader 


than the sea (Job 11.8, 9). Therefore God is a 
body. 

Obj. 2. Further, everything that has figure is 
a body, since figure is a quality of quantity. But 
God seems to have figure, for it is written: Let 
tts make man to our image and likeness (Gen 1. 
26). Now a figure is called an image, according 
to the text: Who being the brightness of His 
glory and the figure t.e., the image of His sub- 
stance (Heb. 1.3). Therefore God is a body. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever has corporeal parts 
is a body. Now Scripture attributes corporeal 
parts to God. Hast thou an arm like God? (Job 
40.4); and The eyes of the Lord are upon the 
just (Ps. 33.16); and The right hand of the Lord 
hath wrought strength (Ps. 117.16), Therefore 
God is a body. 

Obj. 4. Further, posture belongs only to bod- 
ies. But something which supposes posture is 
said of God in the Scriptures: J saw the Lord 
sitting (Isa. 6. 1), and He standeth up to judge 
(Isa. 3.13). Therefore God is a body. 

Obj. 5. Further, only bodies or things corpo- 
real can be a local term from which or to which. 
But in the Scriptures God is spoken of as a local 
term to which, according to the words, Come ye 
to Him and be enlightened (Ps. 23.6), and as a 
term from which: All they that depart from Thee 
shall be written in the earth (Jer. 17. 13). There- 
fore God is a body. 

On the contrary, It is written in the Gospel of 
St. John (4. 24): God ts a spirit. 

I answer that, It is absolutely true that God 
is not a body; and this can be shown in three 
ways. First, because no body is in motion unless 
it be put in motion, as is evident from induction. 
Now it has been already proved (Q. 1, A. 3), 
that God is the First Mover unmoved. There- 
fore it is clear that God is not a body. 

Secondly, because the first be:ig must of ne- 
cessity be in act, and in no way in potency. For 
although in one and the same thing that passes 
from potency to act, the potency is prior in time 
to the act, aevertheless, absolutely speaking, act 
is prior to potency. For whatever is in potency 
can be reduced to act only by some being in act. 
Now it has been already proved that God is the 
First Being. It is therefore impossible that in 
God there should be anything in potency. But 
every body is in potency, because the continu- 
ous, as such, is divisible to infinity. It is therefore 
impossible that God should be a body. 

Thirdly, because God is the most noble of be- 
ings as is clear from what was said above (cq. 11, 
A. 3). Now it is impossible for a body to be the 
most noble of beings, for a body must be either 
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animate or inanimate, and-an animate body is 
manifestly nobler than any inanimate body. But 
an animate body is not animate in so far as it is 
a body. Otherwise all bodies 'would be animate. 
Therefore its animation depends upon some other 
thing, as our body depends for its animation on 
the soul. Hence that by which a body be- 
comes animated must be nobler than the body. 
Therefore it is impossible that God should be 
a body. 

Reply Ob}. 1. As we have said above (q. I, A. 
9.), Holy Writ puts before us spiritual and divine 
things under the likenesses of corporeal things. 
Hence, when it attributes to God the three di- 
mensions under the likeness of corporeal quan- 
tity, it designates His virtual quantity; thus, by 
depth, it signifies His power of knowing hidden 
things; by height, the excellence of His power 
over all things; by length, the duration of His 
being; by breadth, Fis act of love for all. Or, as 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix.),’ by the depth of 
God is meant the incomprehensibility of His es- 
sence, by length, the procession of His all-per- 
vading power, by breadth, His overspreading all 
things, since, namely, all things lie under His 
protection. 

Reply Obj. 2. Man is said to be after the im- 
age of God not as regards his body, but as regards 
that whereby he excels other animals. Hence, 
when it is said, Let us make man to our image 
and likeness, it is added, And let him have do- 
minion over the fishes of the sea (Gen. 1. 26). 
Now man excels all animals by his reason and in- 
telligence. Hence it is according to his intelli- 
gence and reason, which are incorporeal, that 
man is said to be according to the image of God. 

Reply Obj. 3. Corporeal parts are attributed 
to God in Scripture on account of His actions, 
and this is owing to a certain likeness. For in- 
stance the act of the,eye is to see; hence the eye 
attributed to God signifies His power of seeing 
intellectually, not sensibly, and so on with the 
other parts. 

Reply Obj. 4. Whatever pertains to posture, 

also, is only attributed to God by some sort of 
likeness. He is spoken of as sitting, on account 
of His unchangeableness and dominion, and as 
standing, on account of His power of overcom- 
ing whatever withstands Him. 
_ Reply Obj. 5. We draw near to God by no cor- 
poreal steps, since He is everywhere, but by the 
affections of our mind, and in the same way we 
withdraw from Him, Thus, to draw near or 
to withdraw signifies merely spiritual affections 
based on the likeness of local motion. 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether God Is Composed of 
Matter and Form? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God is composed of matter and form. 

Objection 1. For whatever has a soul is com- 
posed of matter and form, since the soul is the 
form of the body. But Scripture attributes a 
soul to God, for it is mentioned in Hebrews (10. 
38), where God says: But My just man liveth 
by faith; but if he withdraw himself, he shall 
not please My soul. Therefore God is composed 
of matter and form. 

Obj, 2. Further, anger, joy, and the like are 
passions of the composite as is said in the book 
on the Soul.’ But these are attributed to God in 
Scripture: The Lord was exceeding angry with 
His people (Ps. 105. 40). Therefore God is com- 
posed of matter and form. 

Obj. 3. Further, matter is the principle of in- 
dividuation. But God seems to be individual, for 
He is not predicated of many. Therefore He is 
composed of matter and form. 

On the contrary, Whatever is composed of 
matter and form is a body; for dimensive quan- 
tity is what first inheres in matter. But God is 
not a body as proved in the preceding Article. 
Therefore He is not composed of matter and 
form. 

I answer that, It is impossible that matter 
should exist in God. First, because matter is that 
which is in potency. But we have shown (q. 11, 
A. 3) that God is pure act, without any poten- 
tiality. Hence it is impossible that God should 
be composed of matter and form. 

Secondly, because everything composed of 
matter and form is perfect and good through its 
form. Therefore its goodness is participated, ac- 
cording as matter participates the form. Now 
the first good and the best-—namely God—is not 
a participated good, because the essential good 
is prior to the participated good. Hence it is im- 
possible that God should be composed of mat- 
ter and form. 

Thirdly, because every agent acts by its form. 
Hence the manner in which it has its form is the 
manner in which it is an agent. Therefore what- 
ever is primarily and essentially an agent must 
be primarily and essentially form. Now God is 
the first agent, since He is the first efficient cause 
as we have shown (Q. 0, A. 3). He is therefore 
of His essence a form, and: not composed of 
matter and form. 

Reply Obj. 1. A soul is attributed to God be- 
cause His acts resemble the acts of a soul; fot, as 
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that we will anything, is due to our soul. Hence 
what is pleasing to His will is said to be pleasing 
to His soul. 

. Reply Obj. 2. Anger and the like are attributed 
to God on account of a likeness of effect. Thus, 
because to punish is properly the act of an angry 
man, God’s punishment is metaphorically spoken 
of as His anger. 

Reply Obj. 3. Forms which can be received in 
matter are individualized by matter, which can- 
not be in another since it is the first underlying 
subject; but form of itself, unless something else 
prevents it, can be received by many. But that 
form which cannot be received in matter, but is 
self-subsisting, is individualized precisely be- 
cause it cannot be received in another; and such 
a form is God. Hence it does not follow that 
matter exists in God. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Is the Same As His 
Essence or Nature? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: Itseems 
that God is not the same as His essence or na- 
ture. 

Objection 1. For nothing is in itself. But the 
essence or nature of God, which is the Godhead, 
is said to be in God. Therefore it seems that 
God is not the same as His essence or nature. 

Obj. 2. Further, the effect is likened to its 
cause, for every agent produces its like. But in 
created things the suppositum is not identical 
with its nature, for a man is not the same as his 
humanity. Therefore God is not the same as His 
Godhead. 

On the contrary, It is said of God that He is 
life, and not only that He is living: 7 am the 
way, the truth, and the life (John 14.6). Now 
the relation between Godhead and God is the 
same as the relation between life and a living 
thing. Therefore God is His very Godhead. 

I answer that, God is the same as His essence 
or nature. To understand this, it must be noted 
that in things composed of matter and form, the 
nature or essence must differ from the supposi- 
tum, because the essence or nature comprises 
in itself only what is included in the definition 
of the species; as, btumanity comprises in itself 
all that is included in the definition of mn, for 
it is by this that man is man, and it is this that 
humanity signifies, that, namely, whereby man 
is man. Now individual matter, with all its in- 
dividualizing accidents, is not included in the 
definition of the species. One of the elements in 
this defect in imitation is that what is one and 
simple can be represented only by many things. 
And so there comes about in these effects com- 


position, which renders suppositum distinct from 
nature in them. For this flesh, these bones, this 
blackness or whiteness, etc., are not included 
in the definition of a man. Therefore this flesh, 
these bones, and the accidents designating this 
matter, are not included in humanity; and yet 
they are included in the thing which is a man. 
Hence the thing which is a man has something 
in it which humanity does not have. Consequent- 
ly humanity and a man are not wholly the same, 
but humanity is taken to mean the formal part 
of a man, because the principles by which athing 
is defined are as the formal constituent in rela- 
tion to the individualizing matter. 

On the other hand, in things not composed of 
matter and form, in which individualization is 
not due to individual matter—that is to say, to 
this matter—the very forms being individualized 
of themselves,—it is necessary that the forms 
themselves should be subsisting supposita. There- 
foresuppositum and nature do not differ in them 
as we have shown above (A. 2.). Since God then 
is not composed of matter and form, He must 
be His own Godhead, His own Life, and what- 
ever else is thus predicated of Him. 

Reply Obj. 1. We can speak of simple things 
only as though they were like the composite 
things from which we derive our knowledge. 
Therefore, in speaking of God, we use concrete 
nouns to signify His subsistence, because with 
us only those things subsist which are composite; 
and we use abstract nouns to signify His sim- 
plicity. In saying therefore that Godhead, or life, 
or the like are in God, it must be ascribed to the 
diversity which lies in the way our intellect re- 
ceives, and not to any diversity in reality. 

Reply Obj. 2. The effects of God do not imi- 
tate Him perfectly, but only as far as they are 
able. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Essence and Being Are the 
Same in God? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that essence and being (esse) are not the 
same in God. 

Objection 1. For if this is so, then the divine 
being has nothing added to it. Now being to 
which no addition is made is being in general 
which is predicated of all things. Therefore it 
follows that God is being in general, predicable 
of everything. But this is false: For men gave 
the incommunicable name to stones and wood 
(Wisd. 14. 21). Therefore God’s being is not His 
essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, we can know whether God 
exists as said above (Q. 11, A. 2), but we cannot 


FIRST PART Q.3. ART. 5 1 


know what He is. Therefore God's being is not 
the same as His essence—that is, as His quid- 
dity or nature. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (Trix. vii) :! “In 
God existence is not an accidental quality, but 
subsisting truth.” Therefore what subsists in 
God is His own being. 

I answer that, God is not only His own es- 
sence, as shown in the preceding article, but also 
His own being. This may be shown in several 
ways. First, whatever a thing has besides its es- 
sence must be caused either by the principles of 
that essence (like an accident properly conse- 
quent upon the species—as the faculty of laugh- 
ing is proper to a man—and caused by the es- 
sential principles of the species), or by some ex- 
terior agent,—as heat is caused in water by fire. 
Therefore, if the being itself of a thing differs 
from its essence, the being of that thing must 
be caused either by some exterior agent or by its 
essential principles. Now it is impossible for a 
thing’s being to be caused by its essential princi- 
ples, for nothing can be the sufficient cause of its 
own being, if its being is caused. Therefore that 
thing whose being differs from its essence must 
have its being caused by another. But this can- 
not be said of God, because we call God the first 
efficient cause. Therefore it is impossible that in 
God His being should differ from His essence. 

Secondly, being is the actuality of every form 
or nature; for goodness or humanity are spoken 
of as actual only because they are spoken of as 
being. Therefore being must be compared to es- 
sence, if the Jatter is distinct from the former, 
as act to potency. Therefore, since in God there 
is no potentiality, as shown above (a. 1), it fol- 
lows that in Him essence does not differ from 
His being. Therefore His essence is His being. 

Thirdly, because just as that which has fire 
but is not itself fire is on fire by participation, 
so that which has being but is not being, is a be- 
ing by participation. But God is His own essence, 
as shown above (A. 3); if, therefore, He is not 
His own being He will be not essential, but par- 
ticipated being. He will not therefore be the first 
being—which is absurd. Therefore God is His 
own being, and not merely His own essence. 

Reply Obj. 1. A thing that has nothing added 
to it can be understood in two ways. Either its 
notion precludes any addition; thus, for exam- 
ple, it is of the notion of an irrational animal to 
be without reason.Or wemay understand a thing 
to have nothing added to it because its notion 
does not require that anything should be added 
to it; thus animal in general is without reason, 

1 PL 10, 208. 


because it is not of the notion of animal in gen- 
eral to have reason; but neither is it to lack rea- 
son. And so the divine being has nothing added 
to it in the first sense but, being in general has 
nothing added to it in the second sense. 

Reply 067, 2. “To be” can mean either of two 
things. It may mean the act of being, or it may 
mean the composition of a proposition effected 
by the mind in joining a predicate to a subject. 
Taking “to be” in the first sense, we cannot 
understand God's being nor His essence, but 
only in the second sense. We know that this 
proposition which we form about God when we 
say “God is,” is true; and this we know from His 
effects (Q. U1, A. 2). 


ARTICLE 5. Whether God Is Contained ina 
Genus? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: Itseems 
that God js contained in a genus. 

Objection 1, For a substance is a being that 
subsists of itself. But this is especially true of 
God. Therefore God is in the genus of sub- 
stance. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing can be measured save 
by somethingof its own genus; as length is meas- 
ured by length and numbers by number. But God 
is the measure of all substances, as the Commen- 
tator shows (Metaph. x).? Therefore God is in 
the genus of substance. 

On the contrary,In the intellect, genus is prior 
to what it contains. But nothing is prior to God 
either really or in the intellect. Therefore God 
is not in any genus. 

I answer that, A thing can be in a genus in 
two ways: either absolutely and properly, as a 
species contained under a genus; or as being re- 
ducible to it, as principles and privations. For 
example, a point and unity are reduced to the 
genus of quantity, as its principles, while blind- 
ness and all other privations are reduced to the 
genus of habit. But in neither way is God in a 
genus. 

That He cannot be a species of any genus may 
be shown in three ways. First, because a species 
is constituted of genus and difference. Now that 
from which the difference constituting the spe- 
cies is derived is always related to that from 
which the genus is derived, as act is related to 
potency. For animal is derived from sensitive na- 
ture by concretion, as it were, for that is animal 
which has a sensitive nature. Rational on the 
other hand, is derived from intellectual nature, 
because that is rational which has an intellectual 
nature, and intelligence is compared to sense, a8, 
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act is to potency. The same is'shown in other 
things. Hence since in God potency is not added 
to act, it is impossible that He should be in any 
genus as a species. 

Secondly, since the being of God is His essence 
as we have shown (A. 4), if God were in any ge- 
nus, He would have to be in the genus “being,” 
because, since genus is predicated essentially it 
refers to the essence of a thing. But the Philoso- 
pher has shown’ that being cannot be a genus, for 
every genus has differences distinct from its ge- 
neric essence. Now no difference can be found 
which would be outside being, for non-being can- 
not be a difference. It follows then that God is 
not in a genus. 

Thirdly, because all in one genus agree in the 
quiddity or essence of the genus which is predi- 
cated of them essentially, but they differ in their 
being. For the being of man and of horse is not 
the same, as also of this man and that man; thus 
in every member of a genus, being and quiddity 
—-that is, essence—must differ. But in God they 
do not differ, as shown in the preceding article. 
Therefore it is plain that God is not in a genus 
as a species. 

From this it is also plain that He has no genus 
nor difference, nor can there be any definition of 
Him; nor, save through His effects, a demon- 
stration of Him, for a definition is from genus 
and difference; and the mean of a demonstration 
is a definition. 

That God is not in a genus as reducible to it as 
its principle, is clear from this, that a principle 
reducible to any genus does not extend beyond 
that genus; as a point is the principle of continu- 
‘ous quantity alone, and unity, of discontinuous 
quantity. But God is the principle of all being as 
we shall indicate below (Q. xLIv, A. 1). There- 
fore He is not contained in any genus as its prin- 
ciple. 

Reply Obj. 1. The word substance signifies not 
only what is being of itselfi—for being cannot of 
itself be a genus, as shown in the body of the 
article; but, it also signifies an essence in which 
it is appropriate to be in this way—namely, be- 
ing of itself; this being, however, is not its es- 
sence. Thus it is clear that God is not in the ge- 
nus of substance. 

Reply Obj. 2. This objection turns upon pro- 
portionate measure, which must be homogeneous 
with what is measured. Now, God is not a meas- 
ure proportionate to anything. Still, He is called 
the measure of all things, in the sense that every- 
thing has being only according as it approaches 
Him. 

1 Metaphysics, 1, 3 (99822). 


ARTICLE 6. Whether in God There Are Any 
Accidents? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It seems 
that there are accidents in God. 

Objection 1. For substance cannot be an ac- 
cident, as Aristotle says.’ Therefore that which 
is an accident in one, cannot, in another, be a 
substance. Thus it is proved that heat cannot be 
the substantial form of fire, because it is an ac- 
cident in other things. But wisdom, virtue, and 
the like, which are accidents in us, are attributed 
to God. Therefore in God there are accidents. 

Obj. 2. Further, in every genus there is one 
first. But there are many genera of accidents. If, 
therefore, the first members of these genera are 
not in God, there will be many first beings other 
than God—which is unfitting. 

On the contrary, Every accident is in a sub- 
ject. But God cannot he a subject, for “a simple 
form cannot be a subject,” as Boethius says (De 
Trinit.).° Therefore in God there cannot be any 
accident. 

I answer that, From all we have said, it is clear 
there can be no accident in God. First, because 
a subject is compared to its accidents as potency 
to act; for a subject is in some way in act by its 
accidents. But there can be no potency in God, 
as was shown (Q. II, A. 3). Secondly, because 
God is His existence; and as Boéthius says (De 
Hebdom.),° although every essence may have 
something superadded to it, this cannot apply to 
absolute being; thus what is hot can have some- 
thing outside of heat added to it, as whiteness, 
although heat itself can have nothing else than 
heat. Thirdly, because what is essential is prior 
to what is accidental. Hence as God is absolute 
primal being, there can be nothing accidental in 
Him. Neither can He have any essential acci- 
dents (as the capability of laughing is an essen- 
tial accident of man), because suchaccidents are 
caused by the principles of the subject. Now 
there can be nothing caused in God, since He is 
the first cause. Hence it follows that there is no 
accident in God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Virtue and wisdom are not said 
of God and of us univocally. Hence it does not 
follow that there are accidents in God as there 
are In us. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since substance is prior to its 
accidents, the principles of accidents are reduc- 
ible to the principles of the substance as to that 
which is prior. God, however, is not first as if 
contained in the genus of substance, but He is 
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first in respect to all being, outside of-every ge 
nus. 


Articte 7. Whether God Is Altogether Simple? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that God is not altogether simple. 

Objecfion 1, For whatever is from God must 

imitate Him. Thus from the first being are all 
beings; and from the first good is all good. But in 
the things which are from God. nothing is alto- 
gether simple. Therefore neither is God alto- 
gether simple. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is best must be at- 
tributed to God. But with us that which is com- 
posite is better than that which is simple; thus, 
compounds are better than simple elements, and 
animals than plants. Therefore it cannot be said 
that God is altogether simple. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 
6)! that God is truly and absolutely simple. 

I answer that, The absolute simplicity of God 
may be shown in many ways. First, from the 
previous articles of this question. For there is 
neither composition of quantitative parts in 
God, since He is not a body; nor composition of 
form and matter; nor does His nature differ from 
His suppositum; nor His essence from His be- 
ing; neither is there in Him composition of ge- 
nus and difference, nor of subject and accident. 
Therefore, it is clear that God is inno way com- 
posite, but is altogether simple. 

Secondly, because every composite is poste- 
rior to its component parts, and is dependent on 
them; but God is the first being, as shown above 
(Q. I, A. 3). 

Thirdly. because every composite has a cause, 
for things in themselves different cannot unite 
unless something causes therm to unite. But God 
is uncaused, as shown above (Joc. cié.), since He 
is the first efficient cause. 

Fourthly, because in every composite there 
must be potency and act; but this does not apply 
to God; for either one of the parts is act in 
respect to another, or at least all the parts 
are as though in potency with respect to the 
whole. 

Fifthly, because every composite is something 
which does not accord with any of its parts. And 
this is evident in a whole made up of dissimilar 
parts; for no part of a man is a man, nor any of 
the parts of the foot, a foot. But in wholes made 
up of similar parts, although something” which 
is ¢nid of the whole may be said of a part (as a 
part of the air is ait, and a part of water, water), 
nevertheless certain things are said of the whole 
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which do not accord with any of the parts; for 
instance, if the whole volume of water is two cu- 
bits, no part of it can be two cubits. Thus in ev- 
ery composite there is something which is not it 
itself. But, even if this could be said of whatever 
has a form, namely, that it has something which 
is not it itself, as in a white object there is some- 
thing which does not belong to the notion of 
white, nevertheless in the form itself there is 
nothing besides itself. And so, since God is form 
itself, or rather being itself, He can be in no way 
composite. Hilary touches on this argument, 
when he says (De Trin. vii) :? “God. Who is 
strength, is not made upof things that are weak; 
nor is He Who is light, composed of things that 
are dim.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Whatever is from God imitates 
Him, as caused things imitate the first cause. But 
it is of the very notion of a thing caused to be in 
some sort composite, because at least its being 
differs from its essence, as will be shown below, 
(Q. L, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. With us composite things are 
better than simple things because the perfection 
of created goodness cannot be found in one sim- 
ple thing, but in many things. But the perfection 
of divine goodness is found in one simple thing 
aS we will show below (q. IV, A. 2, ANS. 1). 


ARTICLE 8. Whether God Enters into the 
Composition of Other Things? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that God enters into the composition of 
other things. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Cal, Hier. 
iv) :3 “The being of all things is that which is 
above being—the Godhead.” But the being of 
all things enters into the composition of every- 
thing. Therefore God enters into the composi- 
tion of other things. 

Obj. 2. Further, God is a form; for Augustine 
says (De Verb. Dom.)* that the word of God, 
which is God, is an uncreated form. But a form 
is part of a composite. Therefore God is part of 
some composite. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever things exist in no 
way differing from each other, are the same. But 
God and prime matter exist, and i in no way differ 
from each other. Therefore they are completely 
the same. But prime matter enters into the com- 
position of things. Therefore also does God. 
Proof of the minor—whatever things differ, they 
differ by some differences, and therefore must be 
composite. But God and prime matter are alto- 
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gether simple. Therefore they in no way differ 
from each other. 

‘On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
ii) :! “There can be no touching Him (that is, 
God), nor any other union with Him by min- 
gling part with part.” 

Further, the first cause rules all things without 
commingling with them, as the Philosopher says 
(Liber de Causis).* 

I answer that, On this point there have been 
three errors. Some have athrmed that God is the 
world-suul, as is clear from Augustine.” This is 
practically the same as the opinion of those who 
assert that God is the soul of the highest heaven.* 
Again, others have said that God is the formal 
principle of all things; and this was the theory 
of the Almaricians.” The third error is that of 
David of Dinant,® who most foolishly taught 
that God was prime matter. Now all these 
contain manifest untruth, since it is not pos- 
sible for God to enter into the composition of 
anything, either as a formal or a material prin- 
ciple. 

First, because as we said above (Q. 1, A. 3) 
God is the first efficient cause. Now the efficient 
cause is not identical numerically with the form 
of the thing made. but only specifically; for man 
begets man. But matter can be neither numeri- 
cally nor specifically identical with an efficient 
cause, for the former is merely potential, while 
the latter is actual. 

Secondly, because, since God is the first ef- 
ficient cause, to act belongs to Him primarily 
‘ and essentially. But that which enters into com- 
position with anything does not act primarily 
andessentially, but rather the composite so acts; 
for the hand does not act, but the man by his 
hand, and, fire warms by heat. Hence God can- 
not be part of a composite. 

. + Thirdly, because no part of a composite can 
be absolutely first among beings—not even mat- 
ter, nor form, though they are the primal parts 
of every composite. For matter is in potency, 
and potency is absolutely posterior to act, as is 
clear from the foregoing (Q. 111, A. 1), while a 
fourm which is part of a composite is a partici- 
pated form, and as that which participates is 
posterior to that which is essential, so likewise 
is that which is participated; as fire in ignited 
objects is posterior to fire that is essentially 
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such. Now it has been proved that God is the 
absolutely first being (q. 11, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. The Godhead is called the being 
of all things, as their effecting and exemplar 
cause, but not as being their essence. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Word is an exemplar form, 
but not a form that is part of a composite. 

Reply Obj. 3. Simple things do not differ by 
added differences,—for this is the property of 
composites. Thus man and horse differ by their 
differences, rational and irrational, which differ- 
ences, however, do not differ from each other by 
other differences. Hence, to be quite accurate, it 
is better to say that they are, not different, but 
diverse. Hence, according to the Philosopher,’ 
things which are diverse are absolutely distinct, 
but things which are different differ by some- 
thing. Therefore, strictly speaking, prime matter 
and God do not differ, but are by their very be- 
ing diverse. Hence it docs not follow they are the 
same. 


QUESTION IV 
THE PERFECTION OF GOD 
(In Three Articles) 


HAvinG considered the divine simplicity, we 
treat next of God's perfection. Now because 
everything in so far as it Is perfect is called good, 
we shall speak first of the divine perfection; sec- 
ondly of the divine goodness (a. v). 

Concerning the first there are three points of 
inquiry :— 

(1) Whether God is perfect? (2) Whether 
God is perfect universally, as having in Himself 
the perfections of all things? (3) Whether crea- 
tures can be said to be like God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Is Perfect? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that to be perfect does not belong tv God. 

Objection 1. For we say a thing is perfect if it 
is completely made. But it does not befit God to 
be made. Therefore He is not perfect. 

Obj. 2. Further, God is the first beginning of 
things. But the beginnings of things seem to be 
imperfect, as seed is the beginning of animal and 
vegetable life. Therefore God is imperfect. 

Obj. 3. Further, as shown above (Q. II, A. 
4), God’s essence is being itself. But being itself 
seems most imperfect, since it is most general 
and receptive of all addition. Therefore God is 
imperfect. 

On the contrary, It is written: Be you perfect 
as also your heavenly Father is perfect (Matt. 
5.48). 

1 Metaphysics, x, 3 (105424). 
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I answer that, As the Philosopher relates! some 
ancient philosophers, namely, the Pythagoreans, 
and Leucippus, did not attribute “best” and 
“most perfect” to the first principle. The reason 
was that the ancient philosophers considered 
only a material principle, and a first material 
principle is most imperfect. For since matter as 
such is in potency, the first material principle 
must be potential in the highest degree, and thus 
most imperfect. Now God is the first principle, 
not material, but in the order of efficient cause, 
which must be most perfect. For just as matter, 
as such, is in potency, an agent, as such, is in act. 
Hence, the first active principle must be most 
actual, and therefore most perfect; for a thing 
is said to be perfect according as it is in act, be- 
cause we call that perfect which lacks nothing of 
the mode of its perfection. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Gregory says (Moral.v, 36): 
“Though our lips can only stammer, we yet 
chant the high things of God.” For that which is 
not made is improperly called perfect. Neverthe- 
less because created things are then called per- 
fect when from potency they are brought into 
act, this word “perfect” signifies whatever is not 
wanting in act, whether this be by way of perfec- 
tion or not. 

Reply Obj. 2. The material principle which 
with us is found to be imperfect, cannot be ab- 
solutely first, but must be preceded bysomething 
perfect. For seed, though it is the principle of 
animal life reproduced through seed, has pre- 
vious to it the anima] or plant from which it 
came. Because, previous to that which ts in po- 
tency must be that which is in act; since a being 
in potency can only be reduced to act by some 
being in act. 

Reply Obj. 3. Being itself is the most perfect 
of all things, for it is compared to all things as 
act; for nothing has actuality except so far as it 
exists. Hence being itself is the actuality of all 
things, even of forms themselves. Therefore it 
is not compared to other things as the receiver 
is to the received, but rather as the received to 
the receiver. When therefore I speak of the be- 
ing of man, or horse, or anything else, being it- 
self is considered as formal, and as something re- 
ceived, and not as that to which being belongs. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Perfections of All 
Things Are in God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the perfections of all things are not 
in God. 
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Objection 1. For God is simple, as shown 
above (q. m1, A. 7), but the perfections of 
things are many and diverse. Therefore the per- 
fections of all things are not in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, opposites cannot exist in the 
same being. Now the perfections of things are 
opposed to each other, for each species is per- 
fected by its specific difference. But the differ- 
ences by which genera are divided, and species 
constituted are opposed to-each other. There- 
fore, because opposites cannot be at the same 
time in the same subject, it seems that the per- 
fections of all things are not in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, a living thing is more perfect 
than what merely exists; and a knowing thing 
than what merely lives. Therefore, to live is more 
perfect than to be and to know than to live. But 
the essence of God is being itself. Therefore He 
has not the perfections of life, and knowledge, 
and other similar perfections. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
v)* that “God in His one existence prepossesses 
all things.” 

/ answer that, The perfections of all things are 
in God. Hence He is spoken of as universally 
perfect, because ‘‘He does not lack (says the 
Commentator, Metaph.v)‘ any excellence which 
may be found in any genus.” This may be seen 
from two considerations, 

First, because whatever perfection exists in 
an effect must be found in the effecting cause: 
either according to the same nature, if it is a 
univocal agent—as when man reproduces man}. 
or in a more eminent manner, if it is an equivo- 
cal agent—thus in the sun is the likeness of 
whatever is generated by the sun’s power. Now it 
is plain that the effect pre-exists virtually in the 
efficient cause; and although to pre-exist in the 
potentiality of a material cause is to pre-exist in 
a more imperfect way, since matter as such is . 
imperfect, and an agent as such js perfect, still 
to pre-exist virtually in the efficient cause is to 
pre-exist not in a more imperfect, but in a more 
perfect way. Since therefore God is the first ef- 
fecting cause of things, the perfections of all 
things must pre-exist in God in a more eminent 
way. Dionysius implies the same line of argu- 
ment by saying of God (Div. Nom. v):5 “It is 
not that He is this and not that, but that He is 
all, as the cause of all.” 

Secondly; from what has been already proved, 
God is being itself, of itself subsistent (9. m1, 
A. 4). Consequently, He must contain within 
Himself the whole perfection of being. For it is - 
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clear that if some hot thing has not the whole 
perfection of heat, this is because heat is not 
participated in its full perfection; but if this 
heat were self-subsisting, nothing of the excel- 
lence of heat would be wanting to it. Since there- 
fore God is subsisting being itself, nothing of the 
perfection of being can be wanting to Him. Now 
all perfections relate to the perfection of being, 
for things are perfect, according as they have be- 
ing after some fashion. It follows therefore that 
the perfection of no one thing is wanting to God. 
This line of argument, too, is implied by Diony- 
sius (loc. cit.), when he says that, “God exists 
not in any single mode, but embraces all being 
within Himself, absolutely, without limitation, 
uniformly”; and afterwards he adds that, “He 
is the very existence to subsisting things.” * 

Reply Obj. 1. Even as the sun as Dionysius 
remarks (loc. cit.), “while remaining one and 
shining uniformly, contains within itself first 
and uniformly the substances of sensible things, 
and many and diverse qualities, even more 
should all things in a kind of natural unity pre- 
exist in the cause of all things”; and thus things 
diverse and in themselves opposed to each other 
pre-exist in God as one, without injury to His 
simplicity. 

This suffices for the Reply to the Second Ob- 
jection. 

Reply Obj, 3. The same Dionysius says (loc. 
cit.) that, although being is more perfect than 
life, and life than wisdom, if they are considered 
as distinguished in idea; nevertheless, a living 
thing is more perfect than what merely exists, 
because living things also exist, and knowing 
things both exist and live. Although therefore be- 
ing does not include life and wisdom, because 
that which participates in being need not partici- 
pate in every mode of being, nevertheless God’s 
being includes in itself life and wisdom, because 
nothing of the perfection of being can be want- 
ing to Him who is subsisting being itself, 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Any Creature Can Be 
Like God? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that no creature can be like God. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Ps. &5. 8): 
There is none among the gods like unto Tee, O 
Lord. But of all creatures the most excellent are 
those which are called by participation gods. 
Therefore still less can other creatures be said 
to be like to God. 

Obj, 2. Further, likeness is a kind of compari- 
son. But there can be no comparison between 
‘14, 4 (PG 3, 817). 


things in a different genus. Therefore neither can 
there be any likeness. Thus we do not say: that 
sweetness is like whiteness, But no creature is in 
the same genus as God, since God is in no genus, 
as shown above (Q. 11, A. 5). Therefore-no crea~ 
ture is like God. 7 

Obj. 3. Further, we speak of those things as 
like which agree in form, But nothing can agree 
with God in form; for, save in God alone, es- 
sence and being itself differ. Therefore no crea- 
ture can be like to God. 

Obj. 4. Further, among like things there is mu- 
tual likeness; for like is similar to like. If there- 
fore any creature is like God, God will be like 
some creature, which is against what is said 
by Isaias: To whom have you likened God? 
(40. 18). 

On the contrary, It is written: Let us make 
wan lo our image and likeness (Gen. 1. 26),and: 
When He shall appear we shall be like to Him 
(I John 3. 2). 

I answer that, Since likeness is based upon 
agreement or communication in form, it varies 
according to the many modes of communication 
in form. Some things are said to be like which 
communicate in the same form according to the 
same notion, and according to the same measure, 
and these are said to be not merely like, but 
equal in their likeness; as two things equally 
white are said to be alike in whiteness. And this 
is the most perfect likeness. In another way, we 
speak of things as alike which communicate in 
form according to the same notion, though not 
according to the same measure, but according to 
more or less, as something less white is said to be 
like another thing more white. And this is imper- 
fect likeness. In a third way some things are said 
tobe alike which communicate in the same form, 
but not according to the same aspect, as we see 
in non-univocal agents. For since e. ery agent re- 
produces itself so far as it is an agent, and every- 
thing acts according to the manner of its form, 
the effect must in some way resemble the form 
of the agent. If therefore the agent is contained 
in the same species as its effect, there will be a 
likenes§ in form between that which makes and 
that which is made, according to the same aspect 
of the species; as man reproduces man. If how- 
ever the agent and its effect are not contained in 
the same species, there will be a likeness, but not 
according to the aspect of the same species; as 
things generated by the sun’s power may be in 
some sort spoken of as like the sun, not as 
though they received the form of the sun in its 
specific likeness, but in its generic likeness, 

Therefore if there is an agent not contained 


FIRST PART Q. 5. ART. 1 23 


in any genus, its effects will still more distantly 
reproduce the form of the agent, not, that is, so 
as to participate in the likeness of the agent's 
form according to the same specific or generic 
aspect, but only according to some sort of anal- 
ogy; as being is common to all. In this way the 
things that are from God, so far as they are be- 
ings, are like God as the first and universal prin- 
ciple of all being. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
ix), when Holy Writ declares that nothing is 
like God, “it does not mean to deny all likeness 
to Him. For, the same things can be like and un- 
like to God: like, according as they imitate Him, 
as far as He, Who is not perfectly imitable, can 
be imitated; unlike according as they fall short 
of their cause,” not merely in intensity and les- 
sening, as that which is less white falls short of 
that which is more white, but because they are 
not in agreement, specifically or generically. 

Reply Obj. 2. God is not related to creatures 
as though belonging to a different genus, but as 
that which is outside genus, and as the principle 
of all gencra. 

Reply Obj. 3. Likeness of creatures to God is 
not affirmed on account of agreement in form 
according to the aspect of the samegenus or spe- 
cies, but solely according to analogy, according 
as namely, God is being by essence, while other 
things are beings by participation. 

Reply Obj. 4. Although it may be admitted 
that creatures are in some sort like God, it must 
in no way be admitted that God is like creatures: 
because, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix):? 
“A mutual likeness maybe found between things 
of the same order, but not between a cause and 
that which is caused.’ For, we say that a statue 
is like a man, but not conversely; so also a crea- 
ture can be spoken of as in some sort like God, 
but not that God is like a creature. 


QUESTION V 
OF THE GOOD IN CENERAL 
(In Six Articles) 


WE next consider goodness :— 

First, of the good in general. Secondly, the 
goodness of God (0. vi). 

Under the first bead there are six points of in- 
quiry :— 

(1) Whether good and being are the same real- 
ly? (2) Granted that they differ only in idea, 
which is prior in thought? (3) Granted that be- 
ing is prior, whether every being is good? (4) To 
what cause should goodness be reduced? (5) 
Whether the nature of good consists in mode, 
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species, and order? (6) In what way the good is 
divided into the virtuous, the useful, and the 
pleasant? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Good Differs Really 
Jrom Betng? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that the good differs really from being. 

Objection 1. For Boethius says (De Heb- 
dom.) :° “I perceive that in nature the fact that 
things are good is one thing; that they are is an- 
other.” Therefore good and being really differ. 

06}. 2. Further, nothing can be its own form. 
But that is called good which has the form of be- 
ing, according to the commentary on De Causis.$ 
Therefore good differs really from being. 

Obj. 3. Further, good can be more or less. But 
being cannot be more or less. Therefore good 
differs really from being. 

On the contrary, Augustine says ° that, “in so 
far as we exist we are good.”’ 

I answer that, Good and being are really the 
same, and differ only according to reason, which 
is clear from the following argument. The es- 
sence of good consists in this, that it is in some 
way desirable. Hence the Philosopher says* “The 
good is what all desire.” Now it is clear that a 
thing is desirable only in so far as it is perfect; 
for all desire their own perfection. But every- 
thing is perfect so far as it is in act. Therefore it 
is clear that a thing is good so far as it is being; 
for it is being is the actuality of all things, as is 
clear from the foregoing (Q. III, A. 4; Qu IV, 
A. 1). Hence it is clear that good and being are 
the same really. But good presents the aspect of 
desirableness, which being does not present. 

Reply 0b], 1. Although good and being are the 
same really, nevertheless since they differ in rea- 
son they are not said of a thing absolutely in the 
same way. Since being properly signifies that 
something is, in act, and act is properly ordered 
to potentiality, a thing is, in consequence, called 
being absolutely according as it is primarily dis- 
tinguished from that which is only in potency; 
and this is each thing’s substantial being. Hence 
by its substantial being, anything whatsoever is 
called being absolutely; but by any act added to 
this it is said to have being relatively. Thus to be 
white implies relative being, for to be white does 
not take a thing out of potential being absolutely, 
since it comes to a thing already existing actu- 
ally.But good signifies the notion of perfection 
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which is desirable, and consequently signifies the 
notion of something ultimate. Hence that which 
has ultimate perfection is said to be good abso- 
lutely; but that which has not the ultimate per- 
fection it ought to have (although, in so far as it 
is at all actual, it has some perfection), is not 
said to be perfect absolutely nor good absolutely, 
but only relatively. In this way, therefore, 
viewed in its first (that is, substantial) being a 
thing is said to be absolutely, and to be good 
relatively (that is, in so far as it has being), but 
viewed in its complete actuality, a thing is said 
to be relatively,and to begood absolutely. Hence 
the saying of Boéthius (loc. cit.), “that things 
are good is one thing, that they are is another,” 
is to be referred to a thing’s being good, and hav- 
ing being absolutely. Because, regarded in its 
first act,a thing is being absolutely,and regarded 
in its complete actuality, it is good absolutely— 
in such sort that even in its first act it is in some 
sort good, and even in its complete actuality it 
is in some sort being. 

Reply Obj. 2. Good is a form so far as abso- 
lute good signifies complete actuality. 

Reply Obj. 3. Again, good is spoken of as more 
or less according to a thing’s superadded actual- 
ity, for example, as to knowledge or virtue. 


ARTICLE 2, Whether Good Is Prior in Idea 
to Being? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that good is prior in idea to being. 

Objection 1. For names are arranged accord- 
ing to the arrangement of the things signified by 
the names. But Dionysius (Div Nom. ni)! as- 
signed the first place, amongst other names of 
God, to His goodness rather than {o His being. 
Therefore in idea good is prior to being. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which extends tu more 
things is prior according to reason. But good ex- 
tends to more things than being, because, as Di- 
onysius notes (/oc. cit. v),? “the good extends to 
things both existing and non-existing; but exist- 
ence extends to existing things alone.” Therefore 
good is prior in idea to being. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is the more universal is 
prior in idea, But good seems to be more uni- 
versal than being, since the good has the aspect 
of desirable, while for some non-being :s desir- 
able; for it is said of Judas: /t were better for 
him, if that man hed not been born (Matt. 26. 
24). Therefore good is prior in idea to being. 

Obj. 4. Further, not only is being desirable, 
but life, knowledge, and many other things be- 
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sides. Thus it seems that being is a particular de- 
sirable thing, and goodness a universal one. 
Therefore, absolutely, goodness is prior in idea 
to being. 

On the contrary, It is said by Aristotle’ that 
“the first of created things is being.” 

I answer that, being is prior in idea to good. 
For the meaning signified by the name of a thing 
is that which the intellect conceives of the thing 
and intends by the word that stands for it. 
Therefore, that is prior in idea, which is first con- 
celved by the intellect. Now the first thing con- 
ceived by the intellect is being, because every- 
thing is knowable only in so far as it is in act 
as it says in the Metaphysics.“ Hence, being is 
the proper object of the intellect, and is that 
which is primarily intelligible, as sound is that 
which is primarily audible. Therefore being is 
prior in idea to good. 

Reply Obj, 1. Dionysius discusses the Divine 
Names (Div. Nom. i, iii)® as implying some 
causal relation in God; for we name God, as he 
says, from creatures, as a cause from its effects. 
But the good, since it has the aspect of desirable, 
implies the relation of a final cause, the causality 
of which is first, since an agent does not act 
except for some end, and by an agent matter 
is moved to its form. Hence the end is called the 
cause of causes. Thus good, as a cause, is prior 
to being, as is the end to the form, Therefore 
among the names signifying the divine causality, 
good precedes being. Again, according to the 
Platonists, who, through not distinguishing mat- 
ter from privation, said that matter was non- 
being,” the good is more extensively participated 
than being; for prime matter participates in 
goodness as tending to it, for all seek their like; 
but it does not participate in being, since it is 
held to be non-being. Therefore Dionysius says 
that “goodness extends to non-ex.stence” (loc. 
cit. Ob). 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. The same solution is applied to 
this objection. Or it may be said that goodness 
extends tc existing and non-existing things not 
so far as it can be predicated of them, but so far 
as it Can cause them—provided that by non-ex- 
istence we understand not absolutely those 
things which do not exist at all, but those which 
are potential, and not actual. For good has the 
nature of end, in which not only actual things 
rest, but also towards which even those things 
which are not in act, but merely in potency tend. 
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Now being implies the relation of a formal cause 
only, either inherent or exemplar; and its caus- 
ality does not extend save to those things which 
are actual. 

Reply Obj. 3. Non-being is desirable not of it- 
self, but only accidentally—that is, in so far as 
the removal of an evil, which can only be re- 
moved by non-being, is desirable. Now the re- 
moval of an evil cannot be desirable except so 
far as this evil deprives a thing of some being. 
Therefore being is desirable of itself, and non- 
being only accidentally, in so far as one seeks 
some being of which one cannot bear to be de- 
prived; thus even non-being can be spoken of as 
relatively good. 

Reply Obj. 4. Life, knowledge, and the like, 
are desired only so far as they are actual. Hence 
in each one of them some sort of being is desired. 
And thus nothing can be desired except being, 
and consequently nothing is good except being. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Every Being Is Good? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that not every being is good. 

Objection 1. For good is something superadd- 
ed to being, as is clear from A. 1. But whatever 
is added to something beyond being limits it; as 
substance, quantity, quality, etc. Therefore good 
limits being. Therefore not every being is good. 

Obj. 2. Further, no evil is good: Woe to you 
that call evil good, and good evil (Isa. 5. 20). 
But some being is called evil Therefore not ev- 
ery being is good. 

Obj. 3. Further, goodness has the aspect of de- 
sirability. Now prime matter does not have the 
aspect of desirability, but rather that which de- 
sires. Therefore prime maticr does not have the 
aspect of good. Therefore not every being is 
good. 

Obj, 4. Further, the Philosopher notes’ that in 
mathematics the good does not exist. But math- 
ematics are beings of a sort; otherwise there 
would be no knowledge of them. Therefore not 
every being is good. 

On the contrary, Every being that is not God 
is God’s creature. Now every creature of God is 
good (I Tim. 4. 4): and God is the greatest good. 
Therefore every being is good. 

I answer that, Every being, as being, is good. 
For every being, as being, is in act and is in some 
way perfect, since every act is a sort of perfec- 
tion, and perfection implies desirability and 
goodness, as is clear from A. 1. Hence it follows 
that every being as such is good. 

Reply Obj. 1. Substance, quantity, quality, 
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and everything included in them, limit being by 
applying it to some quiddity or nature. Now in 
this sense, good does not add anything to being 
beyond the aspect of desirability and perfection, 
which is also proper to being in whatever kind of 
nature it may be. Hence good does not limit be- 
ing. 

Reply Obj. 2. No being can be spoken of as 
evil, in so far as it is being, but only so far as it 
lacks being. Thus a man Is said tobe evil because 
he lacks the being of virtue; and an eye is said 
to be evil because it lacks the power to see well. 

Reply 0b]. 3. As prime matter has only poten- 
tial being, so is it only potentially good. Al- 
though, according to the Platonists,” prime mat- 
ter may be said to be a non-being on account of 
theprivation attaching to it, nevertheless, it does 
participate to a certain extent in good, namely, 
by its relation to, or aptitude for, good. Conse- 
quently, to be desirable does not belong to it, but 
rather to desire. 

Reply Obj. 4. Mathematical things do not sub- 
sist separated according to being, because if they 
subsisted there would be good in them, the good 
namely of their very being. But mathematical 
things are separate according to reason only, ac- 
cording as they are abstracted from motion and 
matter; and thus they are abstracted from the 
notion of end, which has the character of a mov- 
er. Nor is it unfitting that there should be in 
some logical being neither good nor the aspect 
of good, since the idea of being is prior to the 
idea of good, as was said in the preceding article. 


ARTICLE 4, Whether Good Has the Aspect of a 
Final Cause? 


Ve proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that good has not the aspect of a final 
causc, but rather of the other causes. 

Objection 1. For, as Dionysius says (Div, 
Nom. iv),? “Goodness is praised as beauty.” 
But beauty has the aspect of a forma] cause. 
Therefore goodness has the aspect of a formal 
cause. 

Obj. 2. Further, goodness is self-giving, ac- 
cording to Dionysius who says (Joc. cit.)‘ that 
goodness is “that whereby all things subsist, and 
are.” But to be self-giving implies the aspect of 
an efficient cause. Therefore goodness has the 
aspect of an efficient cause. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says’ that “we are, - 
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because God is good.” But we are from God as 
from an efficient cause. Therefore goodness im- 
plies the aspect of an efficient cause. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says! that 
“that is to be considered as the end and the good 
of other things for the sake of which something 
is.” Therefore good has the aspect of a final 
cause. 

I answer that, Since good is that which all 
things desire, and since this has the aspect of an 
end, it is clear that good implies the aspect of 
an end. Nevertheless the notion of good presup- 
poses the notion of an efficient cause, and also of 
a formal cause. For we see that what Is first in 
causing is last in the thing caused. Fire, for in- 
stance, heats first of all before bringing in the 
form of fire, though the heat in the fire follows 
from the substantial form. Now in causing, good 
and the end, which move the agent to act, come 
first; second, the action of the agent moving to 
the form; third, the form comes. Hence in that 
which is caused the converse ought to take place, 
so that there should be first, the form whereby 
it is a being; secondly, we consider in it its ef- 
fecting power, whereby it is perfect in being, for 
a thing is perfect when it can reproduce its like, 
as the Philosopher says;? thirdly, there follows 
the aspect of good which is the basic principle in 
a being of perfection. 

Reply Obj. 1. Beauty and good in a subject 
are the same, for they are based upon the same 
thing, namely, the form; and consequently good 
is praised as beauty. But they differ logically, for 
good properly relates to the appetite (good be- 
ing what all things desire), and therefore it has 
the aspect of an end (for the appetite is a kind 
of movement towards a thing). On the other 
hand, beauty relates to the knowing power, for 
beautiful things are those which please when 
seen. Hence beauty consists in due proportion, 
for the senses delight in things duly propor- 
tioned, as in what is after their own kind—be- 
cause even sense is a sort of reason, just as is 
every knowing power. Now, since knowledge is 
by assimilation, and likeness relates to form, 
beauty properly belongs to the nature of a for- 
mal cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. Guod is described as self-giving 
in the sense that an end is said to move 

Reply Obj. 3. He who has a will is said to be 
good, so far as he has a good will, because it is 
by our will that we employ whatever powers we 
may have. Hence a man is said to be good, not by 
his good understanding, but by his good will. 
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Now the will relates to the end as to its proper 
object. Thus the saying, “we are because God is 
good” has reference to the final cause. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Notion of Good Con- 
sists in Mode, Species, and Order? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It seems 
that the notion of good does not consist in mode, 
species, and order. 

Objection 1, For good and being differ logi- 
cally, as we said above (a. 1). But mode, species, 
and order seem to belong to the notion of being, 
for it is written: Thou hast ordered all things in 
measure, and number, and weight (Wisd. 11.21). 
And to these three can be reduced species, mode, 
and order, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv,3).? 
“Measure marks the mode of everything, num- 
ber gives it its species, and weight gives it rest 
and stability.” Therefore the notion of good 
does not consist in mode, species, and order. 

Obj. 2. Further, mode, species, and order are 
themselves goods. Therefore if the notion of 
good consists in mode, species, and order, then 
every mode must have its own mode, species, 
and order. The same would be the case with 
species and order in endless succession. 

Obj. 3. Further, evil is the privation of mode, 
species, and order. But evil is not the total ab- 
sence of good. Therefore the notion of good does 
not consist in mode, species, and order. 

Obj. 4. Further, that in which the nature of 
good consists cannot be spoken of as evil. Yet 
we can speak of an evil mode, specics, and order. 
Therefore the notion of good docs not consist in 
mode, species, and order. 

Obj. 5. Further, mode, species, and order are 
caused by weight, number, and measure, as ap- 
pears from the quotation from Augustine. But 
not every good thing has weight, number, and 
measure; for Ambrose says (Hewam.i, 9) :4 “It 
is of the nature of light not to have been created 
in number, weight, and measure.” Therefore the 
notion of good does not consist in mode, species, 
and order. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. 
Bont, iii) :* These three—mode, species, order— 
as common good things, are in everything God 
has made; thus, where these three abound the 
things ure very good; where they are less, the 
things are less good; where they do not exist at 
all, there can be nothing good.” But this would 
not be unless the notion of good consisted in 
them. Therefore the notion of goodness consists 
in mode, species, and order. 

I answer that, Everything is said to be good 
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so far as it is perfect, for in that way it is desir. 
able (as shown above, Aa. 1, 3). Now a thing is 
said to be perfect if it lacks nothing according 
to the mode of its perfection. But since every- 
thing is what it is by its form (and since the 
form presupposes certain things, and from the 
form certain things necessarily follow), in or- 
der for a thing to be perfect and good it must 
have a form, together with all that precedes and 
follows upon that form. Now the form presup- 
poses determination or commensuration of its 
principles, whether material or efficient, and this 
is signified by the mode; hence it is said that 
“the measure marks the mode.” But the form it- 
self is signified by the species, for everything is 
placed in its species by its form. Hence the num- 
ber is said to give the species, for “definitions 
signifying species are like numbers,” according 
to the Philosopher;! for as a unit added to or 
taken from a number, changes its species, so a 
difference added to or taken from a definition, 
changes its species. Further, upon the form fol- 
lows an inclination to the end, or to an action, or 
something of the sort; for everything, in so far 
as it is in act, acts and tends towards that which 
is in accordance with its form, and this pertains 
to weight and order. Hence the notion of good, 
so far as it consists in perfection, consists also in 
mode, species, and order. 

Reply Obj. 1. These three only follow upon 
being in so far as it is perfect, and according to 
this perfection is it good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Mode, species, and order, are 
said to be good, and to be beings, not as though 
they themselves were subsistences, but because 
it is through them that other things are both be- 
ings and good. Hence they have no need of other 
things whereby they are good, for they are spok- 
en of as good, not as though formally constituted 
so by something else, but as formally constitut- 
ing others good; thus whiteness is not said to be 
a being as though it were by anything else, but 
because by it something else has accidental be- 
ing, as a thing that is white. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every being is consequent upon 
some form. Hence, according to every being of 
a thing is its mode, species, order. Thus, a man 
has a mode, species, and order,as a man; and an- 
other mode, species, and order, as he is white, 
virtuous, learned, and so on, according to every- 
thing predicated of him. But evil deprives a 
thing of some sort of being, as blindness deprives 
us of that being which is sight; yet it does not 
destroy every mode, species, and order, but only 
Such as follow upon the being of sight. 

1 Metaphysics, vit, 3 (1043°34). 


Reply Obj. 4. Augustine says (De Nat. Bont, 
xxii), “Every mode, as mode, is good” (and the 
same can be said of species and order). ‘‘But an 
evil mode, species, and order are so called as be-~ 
ing less than they ought to be, or as not belong- 
ing to that to which they ought to belong. There- 
fore they are called evil, because they are out of 
place and incongruous.” 

Reply Obj. 5. The nature of light is spoken of 
as being without number, weight, and measure 
not absolutely, but in comparison with corporeal 
things, because the power of light extends to all 
corporeal things, since it is an active quality of 
the first body that causes change, that is, the 
heavens. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Good Is Rightly Divided 
into the Fitting, the Useful, and the Pleasant? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It seems 
that good is not rightly divided into the fitting, 
the useful, and the pleasant. 

Objection 1. For goodness is divided by the 
ten predicaments, as the Philosopher says.? But 
the fitting, the useful, and the pleasant can be 
found under one predicament. Therefore good- 
ness is not rightly divided by them. 

Obj. 2. Further, every division is made by op~ 
posites. But these three do not seem to be op- 
posites, for the fitting is pleasing, and no wicked- 
ness is useful; but this ought to be the case if 
the division were made by opposites, for then 
the virtuous and the useful would be opposed as 
Tully also says (De Offic. ii).4 Therefore this 
division is incorrect. 

Obj. 3. Further, where one thing is on account 
of another, there is only one thing. But the use- 
ful is not good except so far as it is pleasing and 
fitting. Therefore the useful ought not to be 
divided against the pleasant and the virtuous. 

On the contrary, Ambrose makes use of this 
division of good (De Offic.i, 9).5 

I answer that, This division properly concerns 
the good of man. But if we consider the nature 
of good from a higher and more general point of 
view, we shall find that this division properly 
concerns good as such. For everything is good so 
far as it is desirable, and is a term of the move- 
ment of the appetite, the term of whose move- 
ment can be seen from a consideration of the 
movement of a natural body. Now the move- 
ment of a natural body is terminated by the end 
absolutely, and relatively by the means through 
which it comes to the end, where the movement 
ceases; so a thing is called a term of the move- 

2 PL 42, 558. 2 Ethics, 1, 6 (10y6"19). 
4Chap. 3 (DD IV, 465). SPL 26, 35. 
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ment so far as it terminates any part of that 
movement. Now the ultimate term of movement 
can be taken in two ways, either as the thing it- 
self towards which it tends, for example, a place 
or form; or a state of rest in that thing. Thus, in 
the movement of the appetite, the thing desired 
that terminates the movement of the appetite 
relatively, as a means by which something tends 
towards another, is called the useful; but that 
sought after as the last thing terminaling com- 
pletely the movement of the appctite, as a thing 
towards which for its own sake the appetite 
tends, is called the fitting, for the fitting is that 
which is desired for its own sake; but that which 
terminates the movement of the appetite in the 
form of rest in the thing desired is called the 
pleasant. 

Reply Obj. 1. Goodness, so far as it is identi- 
cal with being, is divided by the ten predica- 
ments. But this division belongs to it according 
to its own notion. 

Reply Obj. 2. This division is not by opposite 
things, but by opposite aspects. Now those 
things are called pleasing which have no other 
aspect under which they are desirable except the 
pleasant, although sometimes they are hurtful 
and unfitting. But the useful applies to such as 
have nothing desirable in themselves, but are de- 
sired only as helpful to something further, as the 
taking of bitter medicine, while the fitting is 
predicated of such as are desirable in themselves. 

Reply Obj. 3. Good is not divided into these 
three as something univocal to be predicated 
equally of them all, but as something analogical 
to be predicated of them according to priority 
and posteriority. Hence it is predicated chiefly, 
of the fitting, then of the pleasant, and lastly of 
the useful. 


QUESTION VI 
THE GOODNESS OF GOD 
(In Four Articles) 


WE next consider the goodness of God, under 


‘which head there are four points of inquiry. (1) 


Whether to be good belongs to God? (2) Whether 
God is the supreme good? (3) Whether He alone 
is good through His essence? (4) Whether all 
things are good by the divine goodnes:.: 


Arricir 1. Whether To Be Good Belongs to God? 
We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 

that to be good does not belong to God. 
Objection 1. For the notion of good consists 

in mode, species, and order. But these do not 


and is not ordered to anything. Therefore to be 
good does not belong to God. 

Obj. 2. Further, the good is what all things de- 
sire. But all things do not desire God, because 
all things do not know Him, and nothing is de- 
sired unless it is known. Therefore to be good 
does not belong to God. 

On the contrary, It is written (Lam. 3. 25): 
The Lord is good to them that hope in Him, to 
the soul that secketh Him. 

I answer that, To be good belongs especially to 
God. For a thing is good according to its desir- 
ablicness. Now everything seeks after its own per- 
fection. And the perfection and form of an effect 
consist in 4 certain likeness to the agent, since 
every agent makes its like. Hence the agent itself 
is desirable and has the nature of good. But the 
very thing which is desirable in it is the partici- 
pation of its likeness. Therefore, since God is the 
first effecting cause of all things, it is manifest 
that the aspect of good and of desirableness be- 
long to Him; and hence Dionysius (Div. Nom. 
iv)! attributes good to God as to the first effi- 
cient cause, saying that, “God is called good as 
by Whom all things subsist.” 

Reply Obj. 1. To have mode, species, and or- 
der, belongs to the notion of caused good; but 
good is in God as in its cause, and hence it per- 
tains {o Him to impose mode, species, and order 
on others. Therefore these threethingsarein God 
as in their cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. All things, by desiring their own 
perfection, desire God Himself, since the perfec- 
tions of all things are so many likenesses of the 
divine being, as appears from what is suid above 
(Q. Iv, 4. 3). And so of those things which desire 
God, some know Him as He is Himself, and this 
is proper to the rational creature; others know 
some participation of His goodness, and this ex- 
tends even to sensible knowledg: others have a 
natural desire without knowledge, as being di- 
rected to their ends by a higher intelligence. 


ARTICLE 2? Whether God Is the Supreme Good? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God is not the supreme good. 

Objection 1. For the supreme good adds some- 
thing to good; otherwise it would belong toevery 
good. But everything whichis an addition to any- 
thing else is a composite thing. Therefore the 
supreme good is composite. But God is supreme- 
ly simple, as was shown above (0. III, A. 7). 
Therefore God is not the supreme good. 

Obj. 2. Further, “Good is what all desire,” as 
the Philosopher says.? Now what all desire is 
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nothing but God, Who is the end of all things. 
Therefore there is no other good but God. This 
appears also from what is said (Luke 18.19): 
None is good but God alone. But we use the word 
supreme in comparison with others, as, for in- 
stance, supreme heat is used in comparison with 
all other heats. Therefore God cannot be called 
the supreme good. 

Obj. 3. Further, supreme implies comparison. 
But things not in the same genus are not compa- 
rable; as,sweetness is not properly called greater 
or less than a line. Therefore, since God is not in 
the same genus as other good things, as appears 
above (QQ. Ill, A. 5; Iv, A. 3) it seems that God 
cannot be called the supreme good in rclation to 
others. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ii)} 
that the Trinity of the divine persons “is the su- 
preme good, discerned by purified minds.” 

I answer that, God is the supreme good abso- 
lutely, and not only as existing in any genus or 
order of things. For good is attributed to God, 
as was said in the preceding article, inasmuch as 
all desired perfections flow from Him as from 
the first cause. They do not, however, flow from 
Him as from a univocal agent, as shown above 
(Q. Iv, A, 3), but as from an agent which does 
not agree withits effects either in species or genus. 
Now the likeness of an effect in the univocal 
cause is found uniformly; but in the equivocal 
cause it is found more excellently, as, heat is in 
the sun in a more excellent way than it is in fire. 
Therefore as good is in God as in the first, but 
not the univocal, cause of all things, it must be 
in Him in a most excellent way. And therefore 
He is called the supreme good. 

Reply Obj. 1. The supreme good does not add 
to good any absolute thing, but only a relation. 
Now a relation by which something is said of 
God in relation to creatures is not really in God, 
but in the creature, for it is in God in our idea 
only, as what is knowable is called so with rela- 
tion to knowledge not because it depends on 
knowledge, but because knowledge depends on it. 
Thus it is not necessary that there should be 
composition in the supreme good, but only that 
other things are deficient in comparison with it. 

Reply Obj. 2. When we say that good is what 
all desire, it is not to be understood that every 
kind of good thing is desired by all, but that 
whatever is desired has the aspect of good. And 
when it is said, None is good but God alone, this 
is to be understood of essential goodness, as will 
be explained in the next article. 

Reply Obj. 3. Things not of the same genus 

1 Bk. 1 (PL 42, 822). 


are in no way comparable to each other ifindeed 
they are in different genera. Now we say that 
God is not in the same genus with other good 
things. Not that Heisin any other genus, but that 
He is outside genus, and is the principle of every 
genus. And thus He is compared to others by ex- 
cess, and it is this kind of comparison the su- 
preme good implies. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether To Be Essentially Good Be- 
longs to God Alone? 


We proceed thus tothe Third Article: It seems 
that to be essentially good does not belong to 
God alone. 

Objection 1. For as ‘‘one” is convertible with 
“being,” so is “good,” as we said above (Q. V,A. 1). 
But every being is one through its own essence, 
as appears from the Philosopher;? therefore 
every being is good through its own essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, if good is what all things de- 
sire, since being itself is desired by all, then the 
being of each thing is its good. But everything is 
a being through its own essence; therefore every 
being is good through its own essence. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything is good by its own 
goodness. Therefore if there is anything which 
is not good through its own essence it is neces- 
sary to say that its goodness is not its own es- 
sence. Therefore its goodness, since it is a being, 
must be good; and if it is good by some other 
goodness, the same question applies to that good- 
ness also; therefore we must either proceed to 
infinity, or come Lo some goodness which is not 
good by any other goodness. Therefore the first 
supposition holds good. Therefore everything is 
good through its own essence. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Heb- 
dom.),? that all things but God are good by par- 
ticipation. Therefore they are not good essen- 
tially. 

I answer that, God alone is good through His 
own essence. For everything is called good ac- 
cording to its perfection. Now perfection of a 
thing is threefold: first, according to the consti- ° 
tution of its own being; secondly, in respect of 
any accidents being added as necessary for its 
perfect operation; thirdly, perfection consists in 
the attaining to something else as the end. Thus, 
for instance, the first perfection of fire consists 
in its bemg, which it has through its own sub- 
stantial form; its secondary perfection consists 
in heat, lightness and dryness, and the like; its 
third perfection is to rest in its own place. 

This triple perfection belongs to no creature 

2 Metaphysics, IV, 2 (1003532). 
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by its awn essence; it belongs.to God only, in 
Whom alone essence is His being ; in Whom there 
areno accidents, since whatever belongs to others 
accidentally belongs to Him essentially, as to be 
‘powerful, wise, and the like, as appears from 
what is stated above (Q. 111, A. 6); and He is not 
directed to anything else as to an end, but is 
Himself the last end of all things. Hence it is 
manifest that God alone has every kind of per- 
fection by His own essence; therefore He Him- 
self alone is good by His own essence. 

Reply Obj. 1. “One” does not include the no- 
tion of perfection, but of indivision only, which 
belongs to everything according to its own es- 
sence. Now the essences of simple things are un- 
divided both in act and in potency, but the es- 
sences of composite things are undivided only 
according to act; and therefore everything must 
be one by its own essence, but not good by its 
own essence, as was shown above. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although everything is good in 
that it has being, yet the essence of a creature is 
not itself being and therefore it does not follow 
that a creature is good through its essence. 

Reply Qbj. 3. The goodness of a creature isnot 
its very essence, but something superadded; it 
is either its being, or some added perfection, or 
the order to its end. Still, the goodness itself thus 
added is good, just as it is being. But it is called 
being because by it something has being, not be- 
cause it itself has being through something else; 
hence it is called good because by it something 
is good, and not because it itself has some other 
goodness whereby it is good. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether All Things Are Good by the 
Divine Goodness? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that all things are good by the divine good- 
ness. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
viii),’ “This and that are good; take away this 
and that, and see good itself if thou canst; and 
so thou shalt see God, good not by any other 
good, but the good of every good.” But every- 
thing is good by its own good; therefore every- 
thing is good by that very good which is God. 

06). 2. Further,:as Boethius says (De Heb- 
dom.),? all things are called good acccrding as 
they are ordered to God, and this is by reason of 
the divine goodness; therefore all things are 

good by the divine goodness. 

On the contrary, All things are good in so far 
as they have being. But. they are not called be- 
ings through the divine being, but through their 

1 Chap. 3 (PL 42, 949). 2 PL 64, 1312. 


own being; therefore all things are not good by 
the divine goodness but by their own goodness. 

I answer that, As regards relative things, we 
may admit extrinsic denomination; for example, 
a thing is denominated “placed” from “place,” 
and “measured” from “measure.” But as regards 
absolute things opinions differ. Plato held the 
species of all things to be separate, and that indi- 
viduals were denominated by them as participat- 
ing in the separate species; for instance, that 
Socrates is called man according to the separate 
idea of man.’ Now just as he laid down separate 
ideas of man and horse which he called absolute 
man and absolute horse,‘solikewise he laid down 
separate ideas of being and of one, and these he 
called absolute being and absolute oneness, and 
by participation of these everything was called 
being or one. And what was thus absolute being 
and absolute one, he said was the supreme good.° 
And because good is convertible with being, as 
one is also, he called God the absolute good," 
from whom all things are called good by way of 
participation.” . 

Although this opinion appears to be unrea- 
sonable in affirming separate species of natural 
things as subsisting of themselves—as Aristotle 
argues in many ways*—still, it is absolutely true 
that there is first something which is essentially 
being and essentially good, which we call God,as 
appears from what is shown above (Q. II, A. 3), 
and Aristotle agrees with this. 

Hence from the first being, essentially being, 
and good, everything can be called good and a 
being, since it participates in it by way of a cer- 
tain assimilation, although it is far removed and 
defective, as appears from the above (aq. 1, A. 
3). Everything is therefore called good from the 
divine goodness as from the first exemplary, ef- 
fecting, and final principle of all goodness. Nev- 
ertheless, everything is called gocs! by reason of 
the likeness of the divine goodness belonging to 
it, which is formally its own goodness, by which 
it is denominated good. And so of all things there 
is one goodness, and yet many goodnesses. 

This is a sufficient Reply to the Objections. 

*Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 6 (9877); Augustine, 
83 Questions, 0. 46 (PL 4o, 30). 

“Aristotle, Metaphysics, 111, 2 (9978), 

‘Aristotle, Meta phystcs, 111, 4 (999%26). 

6Cf. Aristotle, Ethus, 1,  (1096%23); Macrobius, 
In Somn. Scip., 1, 2 (DD r2b), 

7 Augustine, City of God, vn, 8 (PL 41, 233); cf. 
Plato, Republic (508). 

3 Cf. Augustine, De Trin., vin, 3 (PL 42, 949); Albert 
the Great, In Ethic. 1, Tr. 5, Chap. 13 (BO vii, 76). 
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QUESTION VII 
THE INFINITY OF GOD 
(in Four Articles) 


AFTER considering the divine perfection we must 
consider the divine infinity, and God’s existence 
in things (Q. vim1); for God is everywhere, and 
in all things, since He is boundless and infinite. 

Concerning the first, there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether God is infinite? (2) 
Whether anything besides Him is infinite in es- 
sence? (3) Whether anything can be infinite in 
magnitude? (4) Whether an infinite multitude 
can exist? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Is Infinite? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that God is not infinite. 

Objection 1. For everything infinite is imper- 
fect, because it has parts and matter, as is said 
in the Physics.’ But God is most perfect. There- 
fore He is not infinite. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher’ 
finite and infinite belong to quantity. But there 
is no quantity in God, for He is not a body, as 
was shown above (q. tt, A. 1). Therefore it 
does not belong to Him to be infinite. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is here in such a way as 
not to be elsewhere, is finite according to place. 
Therefore that which is a thing in such a way as 
not to be another thing is finite according to 
substance, But God is this, and not another; for 
He is not a stone or wood. Therefore God is not 
infinite in substance. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orth. i, 4)° that, “God is infinite and eternal, 
and boundless.” 

1 answer that, All the ancient philosophers at- 
tribute infinity to the first principle. as is said 
in the Physics’ and “this with reason” ;* for they 
considered that things flow forth infinitely from 
the first principle. But because some erred con- 
cerning the nature of the first principle.as a con- 
sequence they erred also concerning its infinity. 
For as they asserted that matter was the first 
principle,® consequently they attributed to the 
first principle a material infinity, to the effect 
that some infinite body was the first principle of 
things. 

We must consider therefore that a thing is 
called infinite because it is not finite. Now mat- 

1 Aristotle, u1, 6 (207%27). 

2 Physics, 1, 2 (185%2). 

PG 04, 800. 4 Aristotle, 111, 4 (203"1). 

5 Aristotle, Ibid. (2034). 

6 Metaphysics, 1, 3, where Aristotle names Thales, 
Anaximines, Heraclitus, etc. 


ter is in a way made finite by form, and the form 
by matter. Matter indeed is made finite by form, 
because matter, before it receives its form, is in 
potency to many forms, but on receiving a form, 
it is terminated by that one. Again, form is made 
finite by matter, because form, considered in it- 
self, is common to many, but when received in 
matter, the form is determined to this one par- 
ticular thing. Now matter is perfected by the 
form by which it is made finite; therefore infi- 
nite as attributed to matter, has the nature of 
something imperfect, for it is as it were formless 
matter. On the other hand form is not made per- 
fect by matter, but rather its fulness is con- 
tracted by matter; and hence the infinite, viewed 
on the part of the form not determined by mat- 
ter, has the nature of something perfect. Now 
being is the most formal of all things, as appears 
from what is shown above (Q. IV, A. 1, ANS. 3). 
Since therefore the divine being is not a being 
received in anything, but He is His own subsist- 
ent being as was shown above (Q. III, A. 4), it is 
clear that God Himself is infinite and perfect. 

From this appears the Reply to the First Ob- 
jection. 

Reply Obj, 2. Quantity is terminated as it were 
by its form, which can be seen in the fact that 
a figure which consists in the termination of 
quantity, is a kind of form in respect to quan- 
tity. Hence the infinite of quantity is the infinite 
of matter, and such a kind of infinite cannot be 
attributed to God, as was said above in this ar- 
ticle. ‘ 
Reply Obj. 3. The fact that the being of God 
is self-subsisting, not received in any other, and 
is thus called infinite, shows Him to be distin- 
guished from all other beings, and all others to 
be apart from Him. In the same way. if there 
were such a thing as a self-subsisting whiteness, 
the very fact that it did not exist in anything 
else would make it distinct from every other 
whiteness existing in*a subject, 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Anything but God Can Be 
Essentially Infinite? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that something else besides God can be 
essentially infinite. 

Objection 1. For the power of anything is pro- 
portioned to its essence. Now if-the essence of 
God is infinite, His power must also be infinite. 
Therefore He can produce an infinite effect, since 
the extent of a power is known by its effect. 

Qbj. 2. Further, whatever has infinite power 
has an infinite essence. Now the created intellect 
has an infinite power, for it apprehends the uni- 
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versal, which can extend itself to an infinity of 
singular things. Therefore every created intel- 
lectual substance is infinite. 

Obj. 3. Further, prime matter is something 
other than God, as was shown above (Q. Il, A. 
8). But prime matter is infinite. Therefore some- 
thing besides God can be infinite. 

On the contrary, The infinite cannot have a 
beginning, as said in the PAysics.! But everything 
outside God is from God as from its first princi- 
ple. Therefore besides God nothing can be infi- 
nite. 

I answer that, Things other than God can be 
relatively infinite, but not absolutely infinite. For 
with regard to infinite as applied to matter, it 
ismanifest that everything actually existing pos- 
sesses a form, and thus its matter is determined 
by form. But because matter, considered as ex- 
isting under some substantial form, remains in 
potency to many accidental forms, what is abso- 
lutely finite can be relatively infinite; as, for ex- 
ample, wood is finite according to its own form, 
but still it is relatively infinite, since it is in po- 
tentiality to an infinite number of shapes. 

But if we speak of the infinite in reference to 
form, it is manifest that those things the forms 
of which are in matter are ahsolutely finite, and 
in no way infinite, If however any created forms 
are not received into matter, but are sclf-sub- 
sisting, as some think is the case with the angels,” 
these will be relatively infinite, in so far as such 
kinds of forms are not terminated, nor con- 
tracted by any matter. But because a created 
form thus subsisting has being, and yet is not its 
own being, it is necessary that its being is re- 
ceived and contracted to a determinate nature. 
Hence it cannot be absolutely infinite. 

Reply Obj. 1. It is against the nature of a 
mide thing for its essence to be its being. be- 
cause subsisting being is not a created being; 
hence it is against the nature of a made thing to 
be absolutely infinite. Therefore, as God, al- 
though He has infinite power, cannot make a 
thing to be not made (for this would imply that 
two contradictories exist at the same time), so 
likewise He cannot make anything to be abso- 
lutely infinite. 

Reply Obj. 2. The fact that the power of the 
intellect extends itself in a way to infinie things 
is because the intellect is a form not in matter, 
but either wholly separated from matter, as is 
the angelic substance, or at Jeast an intellectual 
power, which is not the act of any organ, in the 
intellectual soul joined to a body. 


1 Aristotle, 11, 4 (2037). 
2 See below, Q. L. A. 2. 


Reply 06j. 3. Prime matter does not exist by 
itself in nature, since it is not being in act, but 
in potency only ; hence it is something concreated 
rather than created. Nevertheless, prime matter 
even as regards potency is not absolutely infl- 
nite, but relatively, because its potency extends 
only to natural forms. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether an Actually Infinite Mag- 
nitude Can Exist? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that there can be something actually in- 
finite in magnitude. 

Objection 1. For in the mathematical sciences 
there is no error, since “there is no lie in things 
abstract.” as the Philosopher says.? But the 
mathematical scicnces use the infinite in mag- 
nitude; thus, the geometrician in his demon- 
strations says, ‘Let this line be infinite.” There- 
fore it is not impossible for a thing to be in- 
finite in magnitude. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is not against the na- 
ture of anything, can agree with it. Now to be 
infinite is not against the nature of magnitude, 
but rather both the finite and the infinite seem 
to be passions of quantity. Therefore it is not 
impossible for some magnitude to be infinite. 

Obj. 3. Further, magnitude is infinitely divis- 
ible, for the continuous is defined, “that which 
is infinitely divisible.” as is clear from the 
Physics.! But contraries are concerned about 
one and the same thing. Since therefore addi- 
tion is opposed to division, and increase is op- 
posed to diminution, it appears that magnitude 
can be increased to intinity. Therefore it 1s pos- 
sible for magnitude to be infinite. 

Obj. 4. Further, movement and time have 
quantity and continuity derived from the mag- 
nitude over which movement passes, as is said 
in the Physics * But it is not agawuwst the nature 
of time and movement to be infinite, since 
every determinate (signatum) indivisible in 
time and circular movement is both a begin- 
ning and au end. Therefore neither is it against 
the nature of magnitude to be infinite. 

On ‘the contrary, Every body has a surface. 
But every body which has a surface is finite, 
because surface is the term of a finite body. 
Therefore all bodies are finile. The same applies 
both to surface and to a line. Therefore nothing 
is infinite in magnitude. 

I answer that, It is one thing to be infinite in 
essence, and another to be infinite in magni- 
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tude. For granted that a body exists infinite in 
magnitude, as fire or air, yet this would not be 
infinite in essence, because its essence would 
be terminated in a species by its form, and con- 
fined to something individual by matter. And 
so assuming from what has been said before (A. 
2), that no creature is infinite in essence, it still 
remains to inquire whether any creature can 
be infinite in magnitude. 

We must therefore observe that a body, which 
is a complete magnitude, can be considered in 
two ways: mathematically, in respect to its 
quantity only, and naturally, as regards its mat- 
ter and form. 

Now it is manifest that a natural body can- 
not be actually infinite. For every natural body 
has some determined substantial form. Since 
therefore the accidents follow upon the sub- 
stantial form, it 1s necessary that determinate 
accidents should follow upon a determinate 
form, and among these accidents is quantity. 
So every natural hody has a greater or smaller 
determinate quantity. Hence it is impossible 
for a natural body to be infinite. The same ap- 
pears from movement; because every natural 
body has some natural movement. But an in- 
finite body could not have any natural move- 
ment. Neither direct, because nothing moves 
naturally by a direct movement unless it is out 
of its place, and this could not happen to an in- 
finite body, for it would occupy every place, 
and thus every place would he indifferently its 
own place. Neither could it move circularly; 
since circular motion requires that one part of 
the body is necessarily transferred to a place 
occupied by another part, and this could not 
happen as regards an infinite circular body; for 
if two lines be drawn from the centre, the far- 
ther they extend from the centre, the farther 
they are from each other; therefore, if a body 
were infinite, the lines would be infinitely dis- 
tant from each other, and thus one could never 
reach the place belonging to any other. 

The same applies to a mathematical body. 
For if we imagine a mathematical body actu- 
ally existing, we must imagine it under some 
form, because nothing Is actual except by its 
form; hence, since the form of quantity as such 
is figure, such a body must have some figure, 
and so would be finite, for figure is confined by 
a term or boundary. 

Reply Obj. 1. A geometrician does not need 
to assume a line actually infinite, but takes 
some actually finite line, from which he sub- 
tracts whatever he finds necessary, which line 
he calls infinite. 


Reply Obj. 2. Although the infinite is not 
against the nature of magnitude in general, still 
it is against the nature of any species of it; 
thus, for instance, it is against the nature of a 
bicubica] or tricubical magnitude, whether cir- 
cular or triangular, and so on. Now what Is not 
possible in any species cannot exist in the 
genus; hence there cannot be any infinite mag- 
nitude, since no species of magnitude is in- 
finite. 

Reply Obj. 3. The infinite which pertains to 
quantity, as was shown above (A. 1, ans. 2), be- 
longs to matter. Now by division of the whole 
we approach to matter, since parts have the as- 
pect of matter; but by addition we approach 
to the whole which has the aspect of a form. 
Therefore the infinite is not in the addition of 
magnitude, but only in division. 

Reply Obj. 4. Movement and time are whole 
not actually but successively; hence they have 
potency mixed with act. But magnitude is an 
actual whole; therefore the infinite in quantity 
refers to matter, and does not agree with the 
totality of magnitude; yet it agrees with the 
totality of time or movement, for it is proper 
to matter to be in potency. 


ArTICLE 4. Whether an Infinite Multitude of 
Things Can Exist? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that an actually infinite multitude is pos- 
sible. 

Objection 1. For it is not impossible for 
what is in potency to be reduced to act. But 
number can be multiplied to infinity. Therefore 
it is possible for an infinite multitude actually 
to exist. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is possible for any in- 
dividual of any species to be made actual. But 
the species of figures are infinite. Therefore an 
infinite number of actual figures is possible. 

Obj. 3. Further, things not opposed to each 
other do not obstruct each other. But supposing 
a multitude of things to exist, there can still be 
many others not opposed to them. Therefore it 
is not impossible for others also to coexist with 
them, and so on to infinity; therefore an actual 
infinite number of things is possible. 

On the contrary, It is written, Thou hast or- 
dered all things in measure, and number, and 
weight (Wisd. 11. 21). 

I answer that, A twofold opinion exists on 
this subject. Some, as Avicenna and Algazel,! 
said that “it is impossible for an actually in- 


1Cf. Averroes, Dest. Dest., disp. 1 (tx, 20 A, F; Cf. rx. 
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finite multitude to exist absolutely, but an ac- 
cidentally infinite multitude is not impossible. 
A multitude is said to be infinite absolutely 
‘when an infinite multitude is necessary that 
something may exist.” Now this is impossible, 
because it would entail something dependent 
on an infinity for its existence, and hence its 
generation could never come to be, because it Is 
impossible to pass through an infinite medium. 

A multitude is said to be accidentally infinite 
when its existence as such is not necessary, but 
accidental. This can be shown, for example, in 
the work of an artisan, which requires a certain 
multitude of itself; namely, art in the soul, the 
movement of the hand, and a hammer; and sup- 
posing that such things were infinitely multi- 
plied, the work of hammering would never be 
finished, since it would depend on an infinite 
number of causes. But the multitude of ham- 
mers which one may use according as one may 
be broken and another used, is an accidental 
multitude; for it happens by accident that many 
hammers are used, and it matters little whether 
one or two, or many are used, or an infinite 
number, if the work is carried on for an infinite 
time. In this way they said that there can be 
an accidentally infinite multitude. 

This, however, is impossible, since every 
kind of multitude must belong to a species of 
multitude. Now the species of multitude are to 
be reckoned by the species of numbers. But no 
species of number is infinite; for every number 
is multitude measured by one. Hence it is im- 
possible for there to be an actually infinite mul- 
titude, either absolute or accidental. Likewise 
multitude in nature is created, and everything 
created is comprehended under some clear in- 
tention of the Creator, for no agent acts aim- 
lessly. Hence everything created must be com- 
prehended in a certain number. Therefore it 1s 
impossible for an actually infinite multitude to 
exist, even accidentally. 

But a potentially infinite multitude is pos- 
sible, because the increase of multitude follows 
upon the division of magnitude, since the more 
a thing is divided, the greater number of things 
result. Hence, as the infinite is to be found 
potentially in the division of the continuous, 
because we thus approach matter, as was 
shown in the preceding article, by the same 
reason the infinite can be also found potentially 
in the addition of multitude. 

Reply Obj. 1. Whatever is in potency is re- 
duced to act according to its mode of being; 
for instance, a day is reduced to act successive- 
ly, and not all at once. Likewise the infinite in 


multitude is reduced to act successively, and 
not all at once, because every multitude can be 
succeeded by another multitude to infinity. 

Reply Obj. 2. Species of figures are infinite 
by infinitude of number. Now there are various 
species of figures, such as trilateral, quadri- 
lateral and so on; and as an infinitely numer- 
able multitude is not all at once reduced to act, 
so neither is the multitude of figures. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the supposition of 
some things does not preclude the supposition 
of others, still the supposition of an infinite 
number is opposed to any single species of mul- 
titude. Hence it is not possible for an actually 
infinite multitude to exist. 


QUESTION VIII 
THE BEING OF GOD IN THINGS 
(In Four Articles) 


SINCE it apparently belongs to the infinite to be 
present everywhere, and in all things, we now 
consider whether this belongs to God; and con- 
cerning this there arise four points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether God is in all things? (2) Whether 
God is everywhere? (3) Whether God is every- 
where by essence, power, and presence? (4) 
Whether to be everywhere belongs to God 
aloner 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Is in All Things? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that God is not in al] things. 

Objection 1. For what is above all things is 
not in all things. But God is above all, accord- 
ing to the (Psalm 112. 4), The Lord is high 
above all nations, etc. Therefore God is not in 
all things. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is in anything is con- 
tained by it. Now God is not contained by 
things, but rather He contains them. Therefore 
God Is not in things, but things are rather in 
Him. Hence Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quest. 
gu. 20),) tnat “in Him things are, rather than 
He is in any place.” 

Obj. 3. Further, the more powerful an agent 
is, the more extended is its action. But God is 
the most powerful of all agents. Therefore His 
action can extend to things which are far re- 
moved from Him, nor is it necessary that He 
should be in all things. 

Ob}. 4. Further, the demons are things. But 
God is not in the demons, for there is no fel- 
lowship between light and darkness (II Cor. 6. 
14). Therefore God is not in all things. 

1 PL 40, 15. 
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On the contrary, A thing is wherever it op- 
erates. But God operates in all things, accord- 
ing to Isa. 26. 12, Lord ... Thou hast wrought 
all our works in [Vulg., for] us. Therefore God 
is in all things. 

I answer that, God is in all things; not, in- 
deed, as part of their essence, nor as an acci- 
dent, but as an agent is present to that upon 
which it works. For an agent must be joined 
to that wherein it acts immediately, and touch 
it by its power; hence it is proved in the Phys- 
ics! that the thing moved and the mover 
must be together. Now since God is being it- 
self by His own essence, created being must be 
His proper effect; just as to ignite is the proper 
effect of fre. Now God causes this effect in 
things not only when they first begin to be, 
but as long as they are preserved in being; as 
for instance light is caused in the air by the sun 
as long as the air remains illuminated. There- 
fore as long as a thing has being, God must be 
present to it, according to its mode of being. 
But being is innermost in each thing and most 
deeply inherent in all things since it is formal 
in respect of everything found in a thing, as 
was shown above (Q. Iv, A. I, Ans. 3). Hence it 
must be that God is in all things, and most in- 
timately. 

Reply Obj. 1. God is above all things by the 
excellence of His nature; nevertheless, He is in 
all things as the cause of the being of all things, 
as was shown above in this article. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although corporeal things are 
said to be in another as in that which contains 
them, nevertheless spiritual] things contain those 
things in which they are as, the soul contains 
the body. Hence also God is in things as con- 
taining them; nevertheless by a certain likeness 
to corporeal things, it is said that all things are 
in God, since they are contained by Him. 

Reply Obj. 3. No action of an agent, how- 
ever powerful it may be, acts at a distance ex- 
cept through a medium. But it belongs to the 
very great power of God that He acts immedi- 
ately in all things. Hence nothing is distant from 
Him, as though it did not have God in itself. 
But things are said to be distant from God by 
the unlikeness to Him in nature or grace, as 
also He is above all by the excellence of His 
own nature. 

Reply Obj. 4. In the demons there is their 
nature which is from God, and also the de- 
formity of sin which is not from Him; there- 
fore, it is not to be absolutely conceded that 
God is in the demons, except with the addition, 

2 Aristotle, vir, 2 (243%%4). 


in so far as they are beings. But in things not 
deformed in their nature, we must say abso- 
lutely that God is in them. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Is Everywhere? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God is not everywhere. 

Objection 1. For to be everywhere means to 
be in every place. But to be in every place does 
not belong to God, to Whom it does not belong 
to be in a place; for incorporeal things, as Boé- 
thius says (De Hebdom.),? are not in a place. 
Therefore God is not everywhere. 

Obj. 2. Further, the relation of time to suc- 
cession is the same as the relation of place to 
permanence. But one indivisible part of action 
or movement cannot exist in different times; 
therefore neither can one indivisible part in the 
genus of permanent things be in every place, 
Now the divine being is not successive, but per- 
manent. Therefore God is not in many places; 
and thus He is not everywhere. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is wholly in any one 
place is not in part elsewhere. But if God is in 
any one place He is wholly there, for He has no 
parts. No part of Him then is elsewhere, and 
therefore God is not everywhere. 

On the contrary, It is written, J fill heaven 
and earth (Jer. 23. 24). 

I answer that, Since place is a thing, to be in 
place can be understood in a twofold sense: 
either by way of other things—that is, as one 
thing is said to be in another no matter how, 
and thus the accidents of a place are in place; 
or by a way proper to place, and thus things 
placed are in place. | 

Now in both these senses in some way God 
is in every place, and this is to be everywhere. 
First, as He is in all things as giving them be- 
ing, power, and operation, so He is in every 
place as giving it being and power to be in a 
place. Again, things placed are in place in so far 
as they fill a place: and God fills every place; 
not, indeed, as a body, for a body is said to fill 
place in so far as it excludes the presence of an- 
other body; but by God being in a place, others 
are not thereby excluded from it; rather in- 
deed, He Himself fills every place by the very 
fact that He gives being to the things that fill 
every place. 

Reply Obj. 1. Incorporeal things are in place 
not by contact of dimensive quantity, as bodies 
are, but by contact of power. 

Reply Obj. 2. The indivisible is twofold. One 
is the term of the continuous, as a point in per- 
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manent things, and as a moment in succession; 
and this kind of the indivisible in permanent 
things, since it has a determinate site, cannot 
be in many parts of place, or in many places; 
likewise the indivisible of action or movement, 
since it has a determinate order in movement or 
action, cannot be in many parts of time. An- 
other kind of the indivisible is outside of the 
whole genus of the continuous; and in this way 
incorporeal substances, like God, angel, and 
soul, are called indivisible. Such a kind of in- 
divisible does not belong to the continuous, as 
a part of it, but as touching it by its power; 
hence, according as its power can extend itself 
to one or to many, to a small thing, or to a 
great one, in this way it Is in one or in many 
places, and in a small or large place. 

Reply Obj. 3. A whole is so called with ref- 
erence to its parts. Now part is twofold: name- 
ly, a part of the essence, as the form and the 
matter are called parts of the composite, while 
genus and difference are called parts of species. 
There is also a part of quantily, into which any 
quantity is divided. What therefore is whole in 
any place by totality of quantity, cannot be 
outside of that place, because the quantity of 
anything placed is commensurate to the quan- 
tity of the place, and hence there is no totality 
of quantity without totality of place. But total- 
ity of essence is not commensurate to the total- 
ity of place. Hence it is not necessary for that 
which is whole by totality of essence in a thing 
not to be at all outside of it. This appears also 
in accidental forms, which have accidental 
quantity; as an example, whiteness is whole in 
each part of the surface if we speak of its to- 
tality of essence, because it is found to exist in 
every part of the surface according to the per- 
fect notion of its species. But if its totality be 
considered according to quantity which it has 
accidentally, then it is not whole in every part 
of the surface. On the other hand incorporeal 
substances have no totality either of themselves 
or accidentally, except in reference to the per- 
fect notion of their essence. Hence, as the soul 
is whole in every part of the body. so is God 
whole in all things and in each one. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Is Everywhere :iy 
Essence, Presence, and Power? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the mode of God’s existence in all 
things is not properly described by way of es- 
sence, presence and power.! 

Objection 1. For what is by essence in any- 

1Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 1, d. 37, chap. 1 (QR1, 229). 


thing is in it essentially. But God is not essenti- 
ally in things, for He does not belong to the es- 
sence of anything. Therefore it ought not to be 
said that God is in things by essence, presence, 
and power. 

Obj. 2. Further, to be present to anything 
means not to be absent from it. Now this is the 
meaning of God being in things by His essence, 
that He is not absent from anything. Therefore 
the presence of God in all things by essence and 
presence means the same thing. Therefore it is 
superfluous to say that God is present in things 
by His essence, presence, and power. 

Obj. 3. Further, as God by His power is the 
principle of all things. so He is the same like- 
wise by His knowledge and will. But it is not 
said that He is in things by knowledge and will. 
Therefore neither is He present by His power. 

Obj. 4. Further, as grace is a perfection add- 
ed to the substance of a thing, so many other 
perfections are likewise added. Therefore if 
God is said to be in certain persons in a special 
way by grace, it seems that according to every 
perfection there ought to be a special mode of 
God’s being in things. 

On the contrary, A gloss on the Canticle of 
Canticles, 5, says that, “God by a common 
mode is in all things by His presence, power, 
and substance; stil] He is said to be present 
more familiarly in some by grace.’” 

I answer that, God is said to be in a thing in 
two ways: in one way after the manner of an 
efhcient cause, and thus He is in all things 
created by Him; in another way He is in things 
as the object of operation is in the operator, 
and this is proper to the operations of the soul. 
according as the thing known is in the one who 
knows, and the thing desired in the one desiring. 
In this second way God is especially in the 
rational creature who knows and : »ves Him ac- 
tually or habitually. And because the rational 
creature possesses this by grace. as will be 
shown later (Part I-IT, Q. crx. AA. 1, 3). He is 
said to be t: us in the saints by grace. 

But how He is in other things created by 
Him may be considered from human affairs. A 
king, for example, is said to be in the whole 
kingdom by his power, although he is not every- 
where present. Again a thing is said to be by its 
presence in other things which are subject to its 
Inspection, as things in a house are said to be 
present to someone, who nevertheless may not 
be in substance in every part of the house. 
Lastly a thing is said to be by way of substance 


2 Cf. Glossa ordin., (11, 364 A); Peter Lombard, loc. cit.; 
cf. also Gregory, Moral., u, 12 (PL 75, 565). 


FIRST PART Q. 8. ART.4  - 37 


or essence in that place in which its substance 
may be. Now there were some (the Manichees)! 
who said that spiritual and incorporeal things 
were subject to the divine power, but that vis- 
ible and corporeal things were subject to the 
power of a contrary principle. Therefore against 
these it is necessary to say that God is in all 
things by His power. 

But others,? though they believed that all 
things were subject to the divine power, still 
did not allow that divine providence extended 
to these inferior bodies, and in the person of 
these it is said, He walketh about the poles of 
the heavens; and He doth not consider our 
things (Job 22. 14). Against these it is neces- 
sary to say that God is in all things by His pres- 
ence. 

Further, others said* that, although all things 
are subject to God's providence, still all things 
are not immediately created by God, but that 
He immediately created the first creatures, and 
these created the others. Against these it is 
necessary to say that He is in all things by His 
essence. 

Therefore, God is in all things by His power, 
since al] things are subject to His power; He 
is by His presence in all things, since all things 
are bare and open to His eyes; He its in all 
things by His essence, because He is present 
to all as the cause of their being, as we have 
said, (A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. God is said to be in all things 
by essence, not indeed by the essence of the 
things themselves, as if He were of their es- 
sence, but by His own essence, because His 
substance is present to all things as the cause 
of their being, as we have said. (A. 1). 

Reply Obj. 2. A thing can be said to be pres- 
ent to another when in its sight, though the 
thing may be distant in substance, as was shown 
in this article; and therefore two modes of 
presence are necessary, namely, by essence, and 
by presence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Knowledge and will require 
that the thing known should be in the one who 
knows, and the thing willed in the one who wills. 
Hence by knowledge and will things are more 
truly in God than God in things. But power is 
the principle of acting on another; hence by 
power the agent is related and applicd to an ex- 
ternal thing, and thus by power an agent may 
be said to be present to another. 

Reply Obj. 4. No other perfection, except 


1Cf. Augustine, De Haeres., XLVI (PL 42, 35). 
2 See below, Q. XXII, A 2. 
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grace, added to substance renders God present 
in anything as the object known and loved; 
therefore only grace constitutes a special mode 
of God’s being in things. There is, however, an- 
other special mode of God’s being in man by 
union, which will be treated of in its own place 
(Part ITI, 9. 11). 


ARTICLE 4. Whether To Be Everywhere Is 
Proper to God? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article; It 
seems that to be everywhere is not proper to 
God. 

Objection 1. For the universal, according to 
the Philosopher,’ is “everywhere, and always”: 
first matter also, since it is in all bodies, is 
everywhere. But neither of these is God, as ap- 
pears from what is said above (Q. I, AA 5, 8). 
Therefore to be everywhere does not belong to 
God alone. 

Obj. 2. Further, number is in things num- 
bered. But the whole universe is constituted in 
number, as appears from the Book of Wisdom 
(11. 21). Therefore there is some number which 
is In the whole universe, and is thus everywhere. 

Obj. 3. Further, the universe is a kind of a 
whole perfect body.* But the whole universe is 
everywhere, because there is no place outside 
of it. Therefore to be everywhere does not be- 
long to God alone. 

Obj. 4. Further, if any body were infinite, no 
place would exist outside of it, and so it would 
be everywhere. Therefore to be everywhere 
does not appear to belong to God alone. 

Obj. 5. Further, the soul, as Augustine says 
(De Trin. vi, 6),® is “whole in the whole body, 
and whole in every one of its parts.” Therefore 
if there was only one animal in the world, its 
soul would be everywhere; and thus to be every- 
where does not belong to God alone. 

Obj. 6. Further, as Augustine says (Ep. 
cxxxvil),’ “The soul feels where it sees, and lives 
whére it feels, and is where it lives.” But the 
soul sees as it were everywhere. for in a succes- 
sion of glances it comprehends the entire space 
of the heavens in its sight. Therefore the soul is 
everywhere. 

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Spr. 
Sanct. i, 7)8: “Who dares to call the Holy 
Ghost a creature, Who in all things, and every- 
where, and always is, which assuredly belongs 
to the divinity alone?” 


4 Posterior Analytics, 1, 31 (87533). 
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J answer that, To be everywhere primarily 
ahd per se is proper to God. Now to be every- 
where primarily is said of that which in its 
whole self is everywhere; for if a thing were 
_everywhere according to its parts in different 
places, it would not be primarily everywhere, 
since what belongs to anything according to its 
parts does not belong to it primarily; thus if a 
man has white teeth, whiteness belongs primar- 
ily not to the man but to his teeth. But a thing 
is everywhere per se when it does not pertain to 
it to be everywhere accidentally, that is, merely 
on some supposition; as a grain of millet would 
be everywhere supposing that no other body 
existed. It pertains therefore to a thing to be 
everywhere per se when, on any supposition, it 
must be everywhere; and this properly belongs 
to God alone. For whatever number of places 
be supposed, even if an infinite number be sup- 
posed besides what already exist, it would be 
necessary that God should be in all of them, 
for nothing can exist except by Him. Therefore 
to be everywhere primarily and per se belongs 
to God, and jis proper to Him, because what- 
ever number of places be supposcd to exist, God 
must be in all of them, not as to a part of Him, 
but as to His very self. 

Reply Obj. 1. The universal and primary 
matter are indeed everywhere, but not accord- 
ing to the same being. 

Reply Obj. 2. Number, since it is an accident, 
does not of itself exist in place, but accidental- 
ly; neither is the whole but only part of it in 
each of the things numbered. Hence it does not 
follow that it is primarily and per se every- 
where. 

Reply Obj. 3. The whole body of the uni- 
verse is everywhere, but not primarily, since it 
is not wholly in each place, but according to its 
parts; nor again Is it everywhere per se, be- 
cause, supposing that other places existed be- 
sides itself, it would not be in them. 

Reply Obj. 4. lf an infinite body existed, it 
would be everywhere, but according to its 
parts. 

Reply Obj. 5. Were there one animal only, 
its soul would be everywhere, primarily in- 
deed, but accidentaily. 

Reply Obj. 6. When it is said that he soul 
sees anywhere, this can be taken in two senses. 
In one sense the adverb “‘anywhere”’ determines 
the act of seeing on the part of the object; and 
in this sense it is true that while it sees the 
heavens, it sees in the heavens, and in the same 
way it feels in the heavens. But it does uot fol- 
low that it lives or exists in the heavens, be- 


cause to live and to exist do not import an act 
passing to an exterior object. In another sense 
it can be understood according as the adverb 
determines the act of the seer, as proceeding 
from the seer; and thus it is true that where 
the soul feels and sees, there it is, and there it 
lives according to this mode of speaking. And 
thus it does not follow that it is everywhere. 


QUESTION IX 
THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD 
(In Two Articles) 


WE next consider God’s immutability, and His 
eternity which follows on immutability (Q. x). 

On the immutability of God there are two 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether God is alto- 
gether immutable? (2) Whether to be immu- 
table belongs to God alone? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Is Altogether 
Immutable? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that God is not altogether immutable. 

Objection 1. For whatever moves itself is in 
some way mutable. But, as Augustine says 
(Gen. ad. lit. viii, 20),) “The Creator Spirit 
moves Himself neither by time, nor by place.” 
Therefore God is in some way mutable. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is said of Wisdom, that i 
zs more mobile than all things active—(Vulg. 
mobilior.) (Wisd. 7. 24). But God is wisdom 
itself. Therefore God is movable. 

Obj. 3. Further, to approach and to recede 
signify movement. But these are said of God in 
Scripture, Draw nigh to God, and He will draw 
nigh to you (James 4. 8). Therefore God is 
mutable. 

On the contrary, It is written, J am the Lord, 
and I change not (Mal. 3. 6). 

I answer that, From what precedes, it is 
shown that God is altogether immutable. First, 
because it was shown above (Q. I, A. 3) that 
there is some first being, whom we call God, 
and that this first being must be pure act, with- 
out the admixture of any potency, for the rea- 
son that, absolutely, potency is posterior to act 
(Q. 111, A. 1). Now everything which is in any 
way changed is in some way in potency. Hence 
it is evident that it is impossible for God to be 
in any way changeable. 

Secondly, because everything which is moved 
remains as it was in part, and passes away in 
part, as what is moved from whiteness to 
blackness, remains as to substance; thus ir 
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everything which is moved, there is some kind 
of composition. to’ be found, But it has been 
shown above (Q. mI, A. 7.) that in God there is 
no composition, for He is altogether simple. 
Hence it is manifest that God cannot be moved. 

Thirdly, because everything which is moved 
acquires something by its movement, and at- 
tains to what it had not attained previously. 
But since God is infinite, comprehending in 
Himself all the plenitude of perfection of all 
being, He cannot acquire anything new, nor ex- 
tend Himself to anything to which He was not 
extended previously. Hence movement in no 
way belongs to Him. So, some of the ancients,! 
constrained, as it were, by truth itself, decided 
that the first principle was immovable. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine there speaks in a 
similar way to Plato, who said* that the first 
mover moves Himself, calling every operation 
a movement, even as the acts of understand- 
ing, and willing, and loving, are called move- 
ments. Therefore because God understands and 
loves Himself, in that respect they said that 
God moves Himself, not, however, as move- 
ment and change belong to a thing existing in 
potency, as we now speak of change and move- 
ment. 

Reply Obj. 2. Wisdom is called movable by 
way of likeness, according as it diffuses its like- 
ness even to the outermost of things; for noth- 
ing can exist which does not proceed from the 
divine wisdom by way of some kind of imita- 
tion, as from the first effecting and formal prin- 
ciple, as also artificial things proceed from the 
wisdom of the maker. And so in the same way, 
since the likeness of the divine wisdom pro- 
ceeds in degrees from the highest things, which 
participate more fully of its likeness, to the 
lowest things which participate of it in a lesser 
degree, there is said be a kind of procession and 
movement of the divine wisdom to things, as 
when we say that the sun proceeds to the earth, 
because the ray of light touches the earth. In 
this way Dionysius (C@l. Hier. i)? expounds 
the matter, that every procession of the divine 
manifestation comes to us from the movement 
of the Father of light. 

Reply Obj. 3. These things are said of God in 
Scripture metaphorically. For as the sun is said 
to enter a house or to go out according as its 
rays reach the house, so God is said to approach 

1Parmenides, and Melissus, according to Aristotle, 
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to us or to recede from us when we receive the 
influx of His goodness, or fall away from Him. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether To Be Immutable Belongs 
to God Alone? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that to be immutable does not belong to 
God alone. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says‘ that 
“matter is in everything which is moved,” But, 
according to some,” certain created substances, 
as angels and souls, have not matter. Therefore 
to be immutable does not belong to God alone. 

Obj. 2. Further, everything that is moved, is, 
moved on account of some end. What there- 
fore has already attained its ultimate end, is not 
moved. But some creatures have already at- 
tained to their ultimate end, as for example all 
the blessed. Therefore some creatures are im- 
movable. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything which is mutable, 
is variable. But forms are invariable; for it is 
said (Sex Princip. i)® that ‘form is essence con- 
sisting of the simple and invariable.” Therefore 
it does not belong to God alone to be immu- 
table, 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. 
Boni, i),’ “God alone is immutable; and what- 
ever things He has made, being from nothing, 
are mutable.” 

I answer that, God alone is altogether im- 
mutable, while, every creature is In some way 
mutable. We must realize therefore that a mu- 
table thing can be called so in two ways: by a 
power in itself, and by a power possessed by an- 
other. For all creatures before they existed, 
were possible, not by any created power, since 
no creature is eternal, but by the divine power 
alone, in so far as God could produce them into 
being. Thus, as the production of a thing into 
being depends on the will of God, so likewise it 
depends on His will that things should be pre- 
served in being; for He does not preserve them 
otherwise than by ever giving them being. 
Hence if He took away His action from them, 
all things would be reduced to nothing, as ap- 
pears from Augustine (Gem. ad. lit. iv, 12).8 
Therefore as it was in the Creator’s power to 
produce them as things before they existed in 
themselves, so likewise it is in the Creator’s 

4 Metaphysics, 11, 2 (99426). 
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power when they exist in themselves to bring 
them to nothing. In this way therefore, by the 
power of another—namely, of God—they are 
mutable, since they are producible from noth- 
ing by Him, and are by Him reducible from 
being to non-being. 

If, however, a thing is called mutable by a 
power existing in itself, thus also in some man- 
ner every creature is mutable. For every crea- 
ture has a twofold power, active and passive; 
and I call that power passive which enables 
anything to attain its perfection either in be- 
ing, or in attaining to its end. Now if the mu- 
tability of a thing be considered according to its 
power for being, in that way all creatures are 
not mutable, but those only in which what is 
possible in them is consistent with non-being. 
Hence, in the inferior bodies there is mutabil- 
ity both as regards substantial being, since their 
matter can exist with privation of their sub- 
stantial form, and also as regards their ac- 
cidental being, supposing the subject to coexist 
with privation of accident; as, for example, 
this subject “man” can exist with “not-white- 
ness,” and can therefore be changed from white 
to not-white. But supposing the accident to be 
such as to follow on the essential principles of 
the subject, then the privation of such an ac- 
cident cannot coexist with the subject Hence 
the subject cannot be changed as regards that 
kind of accident; as, for example. snow cannot 
be made black. Now in the celestial bodies mat- 
ter js not consistent with privation of form, be- 
cause the form perfects the whole potentiality 
of the matter; therefore these bodies are not 
mutable as to substantial being, but only as to 
being in place, because the subject is consistent 
with privation of this or that place. On the 
other hand incorporeal substances, being sub- 
sistent forms which, although with respect to 
their own being are as potency to act, are not 
consistent with the privation of this act, because 
being is consequent upon form, and nothing is 
corrupted unless it lose its form. Hence in the 
form itself there is no potency to non-being, 
and so these kinds of substances are immutable 
and invariable as regards their being. Therefore 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),' that “intel- 
lectual created substances are pure fr>n gen- 
eration and from every variation, as also are 
incorporeal and immaterial substances.” Still, 
there remains in them a twofold mutability: 
one as regards their potency to their end, and 
in that way there is in them a mutability ac- 
cording to choice from good to evil, as Dama- 
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scene suys (De Fide, ii, 3, 4)*; the other as re- 
gards place, since by their finite power they at- 
tain to certain places which they did not reach 
before—which cannot be said of God, who by 
His infinity fills all places, as was shown above 
(Q. vit1, A. 2). 

Thus in every creature there is a potency to 
change either as regards substantial being as in 
the case of corruptible bodies, or as regards 
being in place only, as in the case of the celestial 
bodies, or as regards the order to their end, 
and the application of their powers to divers 
objects, as is the case with the angels; and uni- 
versally all creatures generally are mutable by 
the power of the Creator, in Whose power is 
their being and non-being. Hence since God is 
in none of these ways mutable, it belongs to 
Him alone to be altogether immutable. 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection proceeds from 
mutability as regards substantial or accidental 
being; for philosophers treated of such move- 
ment. 

Reply Obj. 2. The good angels, besides their 
natural endowment of immutability of being, 
have also immutability of choice by divine 
power; nevertheless there remains in them mu- 
tability as regards place. 

Reply Ob}. 3. Forms are called invariable be- 
cause they cannot be subjects of variation; but 
they are subject to variation because by them 
their subject is variable. Hence it is clear that 
they vary in so far as they are: for they are not 
called beings as though they were the subject 
of being, but because through them something 
has being. And thus the answers to the objec- 
tions are clear. 


QUESTION X 
THE ETERNITY OF GOD 
(In Sie Articles) 


WE must now consider the eternity of God, 
concerning which arise six points of inquiry: 
(1) What is eternity? (2) Whether God is 
eternal? (3) Whether to be eternal belongs to 
God alone?’ (4) Whether eternity differs from 
time? (5) The difference of wviternity and of 
time. (6) Whether there is only one xviternity, 
as there is one time, and one eternity? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether This Is a Good Definition 
of Eternity, “The Simultaneously-Whole and 
Perfect Possession of Interminable Life?” 
We procecd thus to the First Article: It 
scems that the definition of eternity given by 
2 PG 94, 808. 
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Boethius (De Consol. v)! is not a good one: 
“Eternity is the simultaneously-whole and per- 
fect possession of interminable life.” 

Objection 1. For the word interminable is a 
negative one. But negation only belongs to 
what is defective, and this does not belong to 
eternity. Therefore in the definition of eternity 
the word interminable ought not to be found. 

Obj. 2. Further, eternity signifies a certain 
kind of duration. But duration regards being 
rather than life. Therefore the word life ought 
not to come into the definition of eternity, but 
rather the word being. 

Obj, 3. Further, a whole is what has parts. 
But this does not apply to eternity, which is 
simple. Therefore it is improperly said to be 
“whole.” 

Qbj. 4. Many days cannot exist all at once. 
nor can many times. But in eternity days and 
times are in the plural, for it is said, His going 
Jorth is from the beginning, from the days of 
eternity (Mic. 5. 2); and also it is said, Ac- 
cording to the revelation of the mystery hid- 
den from eternity (Rom. 16. 25). Therefore 
eternity is not simultaneously whole. 

Ob). §. Further, the whole and the perfect 
are the same thing. Supposing, therefore, that 
it is whole, it is superfluously described as per- 
fect. 

Obj. 6. Further, duration does not pertain to 
possession. But eternity is a kind of duration. 
Therefore eternity is not possession. 

I answer that, As we attain to the knowledge 
of simple things by way of compound things, so 
we must reach to the knowledge of eternity by 
means of time, which is nothing but ‘the num- 
bering of movement by before and after.’” For 
since succession occurs in every movement, and 
one part comes alter another, the fact that we 
consider before and after in movement makes 
us apprehend time, which is nothing else but 
the measure of before and after in movement. 
Now in a thing which lacks movement, and 
which is always the same, there is no before 
and after. As therefore the nature of time con- 
sists in the numbering of before and after in 
movement. so hkewise in the apprehension of 
the uniformity of what is altogether outside of 
movement consists the nature of eternity. 

Further, “those things are said to be meas- 
ured by time which have a beginning and an 
end in time,’ as is said in the Physics,? because 
in everything which is moved there is a begin- 
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ning and there is an end. But as whatever is 
wholly immutable can have no succession, so it 
has no beginning, and no end. 

Thus eternity is known from two sources: 
first, because what is eternal is interminable— 
that is, lacks beginning and end (that is, no 
term either way); secondly, because eternity 
lacks succession, being simultaneously whole. 

Reply Obj. 1. Simple things are usually de- 
fined by way of negation, as for instance “a 
point is that which has no parts.” Yet this is 
not to be taken as if the negation belonged to 
their essence, but because our intellect which 
first apprehends composite things cannot at- 
tain to the knowledge of simple things except 
by removing the composition. 

Reply Obj. 2, What is truly eternal is not 
only being, but also living; and life extends to 
operation, which is not true of being. Now the 
protraction of duration seems to belong to op- 
eration rather than to being; hence time is the 
numbering of movement. , 

Reply Obj. 3. Eternity is called whole, not 
because it has parts, but because it is wanting 
in nothing. 

Reply Obj. 4. As God, although incorporeal, 
is named in Scripture metaphorically by cor- 
poreal names, so eternity though simultaneous- 
ly whole, is called by names implying time and 
succession. 

Reply Qbj 5. Two things are to be consid- 
ered in time: time itself, which is successive; 
and the “now” of time, which is imperfect. 
Hence the expression “simultaneously whole” 
is used lo remove the idea of time, and the 
word “‘perfect” is used to exclude the “now” of 
time. 

Reply Obj. 6. Whatever is possessed, is held 
firmly and calmly; therefore to designate the 
immutability and permanence of eternity, we 
use the word ‘‘possession.”’ 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Is Eternal? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God is not eternal. 

Objection 1. For nothing made can be pred- 
icated of God. But eternity is a thing made, for 
Boethius says (De Trin. iv)‘ that, “The now 
that flows away makes time, the now that 
stands still makes eternity”; and Augustine 
says (Octog. Tri. Quest. qu. 23)° that “God is 
the author of eternity.” Therefore God is not 
eternal. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is before eternity and 
after eternity is not measured by eternity. But, 
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as Aristotle says,’ “God is before eternity and 
He is after eternity”; for it is written that the 
Lord shall reign for eternity, and beyond (Dou- 
ay,—for ever and ever). (Exod. 15. 18). There- 
fore to be eternal does not belong to God. 

Obj. 3. Further, eternity is a kind of measure. 
But to be measured does not belong to God. 
Therefore it does not belong to Him to be eter- 
nal. 

Obj. 4. Further, in eternity there is no pres- 
ent, past, nor future, since it is simultaneously 
whole, as was said in the preceding article. But 
words denoting present, past, and future time 
are applied to God in Scripture. Therefore God 
is not eternal. 

On the contrary, Athanasius says in his 
Creed :2 The Father is eternal, the Son is eter- 
nal, the Holy Ghost is eternal. 

I answer that, The notion of eternity follows 
immutability, as the notion of time follows 
movement, as appears from the preceding ar- 
ticle. Hence, as God is supremely immutable, 
it supremely belongs to Him to be eternal. Nor 
is He eternal only, but He is His own eternity; 
but no other being is its own duration, as no 
other is its own being. Now God is His own uni- 
form being, and hence, as He is His own es- 
sence, so He is His own eternity. 

Reply Obj. 1. The “now” that stands still. is 
said to make eternity according to our appre- 
hension. As the apprehension of time is caused 
in us by the fact that we apprehend the flow of 
the “now,” so the apprehension of eternity is 
caused in us by our apprehending the “now” 
standing still. When Augustine says that “God 
is the author of eternity,” this is to be under- 
stood of participated eternity. For God com- 
municates His eternity to some in the same way 
as He communicates His immutability. 

Reply Obj]. 2. From this appears the answer 
to the second objection. For God is said to be 
before eternity according as it is shared by im- 
material substances. Hence, also, in the same 
book, it is said that intelligence “is equal to 
eternity.” In the words of Exodus, The Lord 
shall reign for eternity, and beyond, eternity 
stands for age, as another rendering has it. 
Thus, it is said that the Lord will reign beyond 
eternity because He endures beyond evrry age, 
that is, beyond every kind of given duration. 
For age is nothing more than the period of each 
thing, as is said in the book on the Heavens.5 
Or to reign beyond eternity can be taken to 
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mean that if any other thing were conceived to 
exist for ever, as the movement of the heavens 
according to some philosophers,‘ then God 
would still reign beyond, since His reign is 
simultaneously whole. 

Reply Obj. 3. Eternity is nothing else but 
God Himself. Hence God is not called eternal 
as if He were in any way measured, but the 
notion of measurement is there taken according 
to the apprehension of our mind alone. 

Reply Ob7. 4. Words denoting different times 
are applied to God, because His eternity in- 
cludes all times and not as if He Himself were 
altered through present, past, and future. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether To Be Eternal Is Proper to 
God? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that it is proper to God alone to be eter- 
nal. 

Objection 1. For it is written, that those who 
instruct many to justice, shall be as stars unto 
perpetual cternities (Douay.—for all eternity). 
(Dan. 12. 3). Now if God alone were eternal, 
there could not be many eternities. Therefore 
God alone is not the only eternal. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is written, Depart, ye 
cursed, into eternal (Douay,—everlasting) fire 
(Matt. 25. 41). Therefore God is not the only 
eternal. 

Obj. 3. Further, every necessary thing is eter- 
nal. But there are many necessary things; as, 
for instance, all principles of demonstration, 
and all demonstrative propositions. Therefore 
God is not the only eternal. 

On the contrary, Augustine says® (De Fide ad 
Petrum, vi) that “God is the only one who has 
no beginning.” Now whatever has a beginning 
is not eternal. Therefore God alone is eternal. 

I answer that, Eternity truly ard properly is 
in God alone. because eternity follows on im- 
mutability, as appears from the first article. 
But God alone is altogether immutable, as was 
shown above (q. rx, A. 1). Accordingly, how- 
ever, aS some receive immutability from Him, 
they share in His eternity. 

Thus some receive immutability from God 
In the way of never ceasing to exist; in that 
sense it Is said of the earth, that i standeth 
for ever (Eccl. 1. 4). And in this way eternity 
can be attributed to the angels, according to the 
Psalm (75. 5): Thou enlightenest wonderfully 
from the everlasting hills. Again some things 
are called eternal in Scripture because of the 
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fength of their duration, although they are in 
nature corruptible; thus (Ps. 75. 5) the hills 
are called eternal, and we read of the fruits of 
the eternal hills (Deut. 33. 15). Some again, 
share more fully than others in the nature of 
eternity, since they possess unchangeableness 
either in being or further still in operation, like 
the angels, and the blessed, who enjoy the 
Word, because as regards that vision of the 
Word, no changing thoughts exist in the Saints, 
as Augustine says (De Trin. xv).' Hence those 
who see God are said to have eternal life, ac- 
cording to that text, Thzs ts eternal life, that 
they may know Thee the only true God, etc. 
(John 17. 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. There are said to be many 
eternities according as many share in eternity 
by the contemplation of God. 

Reply Obj. 2. The fire of hell is called eternal 
only because it never ends. Still, there is change 
in the pains of the lost, according to the words, 
To extreme heat they will pass from snowy 
waters (Job 24. 19). Hence in hell true eternity 
does not exist, but rather time, according to the 
text of the Psalm, Their time will be for ever 
(Ps. 80. 16). 

Reply Obj. 3. Necessary means a certain 
mode of truth, and truth, according to the 
Philosopher? is in the intellect. Therefore in 
this sense the true and necessary are eternal, 
because they are in the eternal intellect, which 
is the divine intellect alone. Hence it does not 
follow that anything beside God is eternal. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Eternity Differs from 
Time? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that eternity does not differ from time. 

Objection 1. For two measures of duration 
cannot exist together unless one is part of the 
other. For instance two days or two hours can- 
not be together; nevertheless, we may say that 
a day and an hour are together, considering 
hour as part of a day. But eternity and time, 
each of which imports a certain measure of 
duration, exist together. Since therefore eternity 
is not a part of time, because eternity exceeds 
time, and includes it, it seems that time is a 
part of eternity, and is not a different thing 
from eternity. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher® 
the “now” of time remains the same in the 
whole of time. But the nature of eternity seems 
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to be that it is the same indivisible thing in the 
whole space of time. Therefore eternity is the 
“now” of time. But the “now” of time is not 
different, according to substance, from time. 
Therefore eternity is not different from time ac- 
cording to substance. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the measure of the first 
movement is the measure of every movement, 
as said in the Physics,‘ it thus appears that the 
measure of the first being is that of every being: 
But eternity is the measure of the first being—~ 
that is, of the divine being. Therefore eternity 
is the measure of every being. But the being of 
things corruptible is measured by time. Time 
therefore is either eternity, or is a part of 
eternity. 

On the contrary, Eternity is simultaneously 
whole. But time has a before and an after. 
Therefore time and eternity are not the same 
thing. 

I answer that, It is manifest that time and 
eternity are not the same. Some® have founded 
the nature of this difference on the fact that 
eternity lacks beginning and end, whereas time 
has a beginning and an end. This, however, is 
an accidental and not an absolute difference, 
because, granted that time always was and al- 
ways will be, according to the idea of those® 
who think the movement of the heavens goes on 
for ever, there would yet remain a difference 
between eternity and time, as Boéthius says 
(De Consol. v),’ arising from the fact that 
eternity is simultaneously whole, which cannot 
be applied to time; for eternity is the measure 
of a permanent being, while time is the measure 
of movement. 

Supposing, however, that this difference be 
considered on ‘the part of the things measured, 
and not as regards the measures, then there is 
another reason for it, since that alone is meas- 
ured by time which has beginning and end in 
time as the fourth book of the Physics says.§ 
Hence, if the movement of the heavens lasted 
always, time would not be its measure as re- 
gards the whole of its duration, since the in- 
finite is not measurable; but it would measure 
any revolution whatsoever which has beginning 
and end in time. 

Another reason for the same can be taken 
from these measures in themselves, if we con- 
sider the end and the beginning as potentiali- 
ties, because, granted also that time always 
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goes on, yet it is possible to note in time both 
the beginning and the end, by considering its 
parts: thus we speak of the beginning and the 
end of a day, or of a year, which cannot be ap- 
plied to eternity. 

Still these differences follow upon the es- 
sential and primary difference, from the fact 
that eternity is simultaneously whole, but that 
time is not so. 

Reply Obj. 1. Such a reason would be a valid 
one if time and eternity were the same kind of 
measure; but this is seen not to be the case 
when we consider those things of which time 
and eternity are the measure. 

Reply Obj. 2. The “now” of time is the same 
as regards its subject in the whole course of 
time, but it differs in aspect; for since time 
corresponds to movement, its “now” corre- 
sponds to what is movable, and the thing mov- 
able has the same one subject in all time, but 
differs in aspect as being here and there; and 
such alternation is movement. Likewise the 
flow of the “now” as alternating in aspect, is 
time. But eternity remains the same according 
to both subject and aspect. And hence eternity 
is not the same as the “now” of time. 

Reply Obj. 3. As eternity is the proper meas- 
ure of being itself, so time is the proper meas- 
ure of movement; and hence, according as any 
being recedes from permanence of being, and 
undergoes change, it recedes from eternity, and 
is subject to time. Therefore the being of things 
corruptible, because it is changeable, is not 
“measured by eternity, but by time; for time 
measures not only things actually changed, but 
‘also things changeable. Hence it not only meas- 
ures movement, but it also measures repose, 
which belongs to whatever is naturally mov- 
able, but is not actually in motion. 


ARTICLE 5. The Difference of A:viternity and 
Time. 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that xviternity is the same as time. 

Obj. 1. For Augustine says (Gen. ad. [it, viii, 
20, 22),! that ‘God moves the spiritual crea- 
ture through time.” But eviternity is said to be 
the measure of spiritual substances. Therefore 
time is the same as eviternity. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is of the nature of time to 
have before and after; but it is of the nature of 
eternity to be simultaneously whole, as was 
shown above in the first article. Now eviter- 
nity is not eternity, for it is written (Ecclus. r. 
1), that eternal Wisdom is before age. Therefore 

1PL 34, 388. 380. 


it is not simultaneously whole but has before 
and after; and thus it is the same as time. 

Obj. 3. Further, if there is no before and 
after in wxviternity, it follows that in zviternal 
things there Is no difference between being, 
having been, or going to be. Since then it is im- 
possible for eviternal things not to have been, 
it follows that it is impossible for them not to 
be in the future, which is false, since God can 
reduce them to nothing. 

Obj. 4. Further, since the duration of zviter- 
nal things is infinite as to subsequent duration, 
if eviternity is simultaneously whole, it fol- 
lows that some creature is actually infinite, 
which is impossible. Therefore xviternity does 
not differ from time. 

On the contrary, Kocthius says (De. Consol. 
lif, g),? ““‘Who commandest time to separate out 
from exviternily.” 

I answer that, 7Eviternity differs from time 
and from eternity as the mean between them 
both. This difference is explained by some?’ to 
consist in the fact that eternity has neither be- 
ginning nor end, eviternity, a beginning but no 
end, and time both beginning and end. This 
difference, however, 18 an accidental one, as was 
shown above in the preceding article, because 
even if eviiernal things had always been, and 
would always be, as sone think, and even if 
they might sometimes fail to be, which is pos- 
sible to God to allow, even granted this, sevi- 
ternity would still be distinguished from eter- 
nity, and from time. 

Others® assign the difference between these 
three to consist in the fact that eternity has no 
before and after, but that time has both, to- 
gether with newness and oldness, and that 
eviternity has before and after without new- 
ness and oldness. This theory, however, in- 
volves a contradiction, which appe rs manifest- 
ly if newness and oldness be referred to the 
measure itself. For since before and after of 
duration cannot exist together, if eviternity has 
before and .fter it must follow that with the 
receding of the first part of aviternity the after 
part of wviternity must newly appear. and thus 
Innovation would occur in xviternity itself, as 
it does in time. And if they be referred to the 
things measured, even then an incongruity 
would follow. For a thing which exists in time 
“grows old with time,” because it has a change- 
able existence, and from the changeableness of 

2 PI. 63, 758. 
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a thing measured there follows before and after 
in the measure, as is clear from the Pkysics.! 
Therefore the fact that an eviternal thing is 
neither subject to newness nor oldness comes 
from its changelessness; and consequently its 
measure does not contain before and after. 

We say then that since eternity is the meas- 
ure of a permanent being, in so far as anything 
recedes from permanence of being it recedes 
from eternity. Now some things recede from 
permanence of being, so that their being is sub- 
ject to change, or consists in change; and these 
things are measured by time, as are all move- 
ments, and also the being of all things cor- 
ruptible. But others recede less from perma- 
nence of being, because their being neither con- 
sists in change, nor is the subject of change; 
nevertheless they have change annexed to them 
either actually, or potentially. This appears in 
the heavenly bodies, the substantial being of 
which is unchangeable; and yet along with un- 
changeable being they have changeableness of 
place. The same applies to the angels, who have 
an unchangeable being with changeableness as 
regards choice, which pertains to their nature; 
moreover they have changeableness of intel- 
ligence, of affections, and of places, in their 
own degree. Therefore these are measured by 
eviternity, which is a mean between eternity 
and time. But the being that eternity mcasures 
is not changeable, nor is it joined to change. 
In this way time has before and after; aviter- 
nity in itself has no before and after, but they 
can be joined to it; while eternity has neither 
before nor after, nor is it at all compatible 
with such. 

Reply Obj. 1. Spiritual creatures as regards 
successive affections and intelligences, are 
measured by time. Hence also Augustine says 
(ibid.), that to be moved through time is to he 
moved by affections. But as regards their 
natural being they are measured by xviternity; 
as regards the vision of glory, however, they 
have a share of eternity. 

Reply Obj. 2. Aévilernity is simultaneously 
whole; yet it is not eternity, because before and 
after are compatible with it. 

Reply Obj. 3. In the very being of an angel 
considered absolutely, there is no difference of 
past and future, but only as regards added 
changes. Now to say that an angel was, or is, 
or will be, is to be taken in a different sense ac- 
cording to the acceptation of our intellect, 
which considers the angelic being by compari- 
son with different parts of time. But when we 

1 Aristotle, rv, 12 (221%31). 


say that an angel is, or was, we suppose some- 
thing the supposition of whose opposite is in- 
compatible with the divine power. But when 
we say he will be, we do not as yet suppose any- 
thing. Hence, since the being and non-being of 
an angel (considered absolutely is subject to 
the divine power), God can make the being of 
an angel not future; but He cannot cause him 
not to be while he is, or not to have been after 
he has been. 

Reply Obj. 4, The duration of eviternity is 
infinite, since it is not limited by time. Hence, 
there is no incongruity in saying that a creature 
is infinite in so far as it is not limited by any 
other creature. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether There Is Only One 
Aiviternity? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Articles It 
seems that there is not only one eviternity. 

Objection 1. For it is written in the apocry- 
phal books of Esdras: Majesty and power of 
ages are with Thee, O Lord. 

Obj, 2. Further, different genera have differ- 
ent measures. But some eviternal things be- 
long to the corporeal genus, as for instance the 
heavenly bodies, and others are spiritual sub- 
stances, as for instance the angels. Therefore 
there is not only one eviternity. 

Obj. 3. Further, since eviternity is a term of 
duration, where there is one zviternity, there 
is also one duration. But not all eviternal things 
have one duration, for some begin to exist after 
others, aS appears in the case especially of - 
human souls. Therefore there is not only one 
xviternity. , 

Obj. 4. Further, things not dependent on each 
other do not seem to have one measure of dura- 
tion; for there appears to be one time for all 
temporal things, since the first movement, 
which is first measured by time, is in some way 
the cause of all movement. But eviternal 
things do not depend on each other, for one 
angel is not the cause of another angel. There- 
fore there is not only one eviternity. 

On the contrary, Aiviternity is more simple 
than time. and is nearer to eternity. But time is 
one only. Therefore much more is aviternity 
one only. 

I answer that, A twofold opinion exists on 
this subject. Some?’ say there is only one zvi- 
ternity, others’ that there are many eviterni- 
ties. Which of these is true, must be considered 
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from the cause of the unity of time; for we 
rise from corporeal things to the knowledge of 
spiritual things. 

Now some! say that there is only one time 
for temporal things, since there is one number 
for all things numbered; for “time is a num- 
ber,” according to the Philosopher.” This, how- 
ever, is not a sufficient reason, because “time is 
not a number” as abstracted from the thing 
numbered, but as “existing in the thing num- 
bered”; otherwise it would not be continuous; 
for ten ells of cloth are continuous not by rea- 
son of the number, but by reason of the thing 
numbered, Now number as it exists in the thing 
numbered is not the same for all, but is dif- 
ferent for different things. 

Hence, others assert’ that the unity of eter- 
nity which is the principle of all duration is the 
cause of the unity of time. Thus all durations 
are one in the light of their principle, but are 
many in the light of the diversity of things re- 
ceiving duration from the influx of the first 
principle. On the other hand others‘ assign 
prime matter as the cause why time is one, 
as it is the first subject of movement, the meas- 
ure of which is time. Neither of these reasons, 
however, is sufficient, since things which are 
one in principle, or in subject, especially if dis- 
tant, are not one absolutely, but relatively. 

Therefore the reason of the unity of time is 
the oneness of the first movement by which, 
since it is most simple, all other movements are 
measured, as is said in the Metaphysics.5 
Therefore time is referred to that movement, 
not only as a measure is to the thing measured, 
but also as accident is to subject. and thus re- 
ceives unity from it. But to other movements it 
is compared only as the measure is to the thing 
measured. Hence it is not multiplied according 
to their multitude, because by one separate 
measure many things can be measured. 

This being established, we must observe that 
a twofold opinion existed concerning spiritual 
substances. Some said that all proceeded from 
God in a certain equality, as Origen said (Peri 
Archon. i)®; or at least many of them, as some 
others thought.’? Others said that all spiritual 

1 Themistius, in Avetroes, Jn Phys., 1v, comm. 132 (Iv, 
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substances proceeded from God in a certain 
degree and order; and Dionysius (Cel. Hier. 
x)® seems to have thought so, when he said 
that among spiritual substances there are the 
first, the middle, and the last, even in one order 
of angels. Now according to the first opinion, 
it must be said that there are many eviterni- 
ties, as there are many eviternal things of first 
degree. But according to the second opinion, it 
would be necessary to say that there is one 
eviternity only, because since each thing is 
measured by the most simple element of its 
genus as is said in the Metaphysics,® it must be 
that the being of all aviternal things should be 
measured by the being of the first eviternal 
thing, which is all the more simple the nearer 
it is to the first. Therefore because the second 
opinion is the truer, as will be shown later (Q. 
XLVI, A. 2; Q. LI, A. 4), we concede at present 
that there is only one eviternity. 

Reply Obj. 1. 7Eviternity 1s sometimes taken 
for age, that is, the period of a thing’s dura- 
tion; and thus we say many eviternities when 
we mean ages. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the heavenly bodies 
and spiritual things differ in the genus of their 
nature, suill they agree in having a changeless 
being, and are thus measured by eviternity. 

Reply Obj. 3. All temporal things did not be- 
gin together; nevertheless there is one time for 
all of them. by reason of the first thing meas- 
ured by time; and thus all eviternal things 
have one eviternity by reason of the first, 
though all did not begin together. 

Reply Obj. 4. For things to be measured by 
onc it is not necessary that the one should be 
the cause of all, but that it be more simple 
than the rest. 


QUESTION XI 
THE UNITY OF GOD 
(Jn Four Articles) 


AFTER the foregoing, we consider the divine 
unity, concerning which there are four points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether ‘‘one” adds anything 
to “being”? (2) Whether “one” and “many” 
are opposed to each other? (3) Whether God is 
one? (4) Whether He is in the highest degree 
oner 


ARTICLE 1. Whether One Adds Anything to 
Being? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that one adds something to being. 

8 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 273). 9 Aristotle, x, 1 (1052533) 
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| Objection 1. For everything is in a determi- 
nate genus by addition to being, which is com- 
mon to all genera. But one is in a determinate 
genus, for it is the principle of number, which 
is a species of quantity. Therefore one adds 
something to being. 

Qbj. 2. Further, what divides a thing com- 
mon to all is an addition to it. But being is 
divided by one and by many. Therefore one is 
an addition to being. 

Obj. 3. Further, if one is not an addition to 
being, one and being must have the same mean- 
ing. But it would he useless to call being being; 
therefore it would be equally so to call being 
one. Now this is false. Therefore one is an ad- 
dition to being. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
v, ult.)1: “Nothing which exists is not in some 
way one,” which would be false if one were an 
addition to being, in the sense of limiting it. 
Therefore one is not an addition to being. 

I answer that, One does not add any reality 
to being but, only the negation of division for 
one means undivided, being. From this very 
fact it is evident that one is convertible with 
being. Now every being is either simple or com- 
posite. But what is simple is undivided, both 
actually and potentially. But what is composite 
does not have being while its parts are divided. 
but after they make up and compose it. Hence 
it is manifest that the being of anything con- 
sists in indivision; and hence it is that every- 
thing guards its unity as it guards its being. 

Reply Obj. 1, Some, thinking that the one 
convertible with being is the same as the one 
which is the principle of number, were divided 
into contrary opinions. Pythagoras and Plato.? 
seeing that the one convertible with being did 
not add any reality to being, but signified the 
substance of being as undivided, thought that 
the same applied to the one which is the prin- 
ciple of number. And because number is com- 
posed of unities, they thought that “numbers 
were the substances of all things.” Avicenna,® 
however, on the contrary. considering that one 
which is the principle of number added a real- 
ity to the substance of being (otherwise num- 
ber made of unities would not be a species of 
quantity), thought ‘that the one convertible 
with being added a reality to the substance of 
beings, just as white adds to man. This, how- 

1 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 077). 
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ever, is manifestly false, because each thing is 
one by its substance. For if a thing were one by 
anything else, since this again would be one, 
supposing it were again one by another thing, 
we should be driven on to infinity. Hence we 
must adhere to the former statement. There- 
fore we must say that the one which is con- 
vertible with being does not add a reality to 
being, but that the one which is the principle 
of number does add something to being, be- 
longing to the genus of quantity. 

Reply Obj. 2. There is nothing to prevent a 
thing which in one way is divided from being 
another way undivided, as what is divided in 
number may be undivided in species; thus it 
may be that a thing is in one way one, and in 
another way many. Still, if it is absolutely un- 
divided, either because it is undivided accord- 
ing to what belongs to the essence of the thing, 
though it may be divided as regards what .is 
outside the essence of the thing, as what is 
one in subject and many as to accidents; or be- 
cause it is undivided actually, and divided po- 
tentially, as what is one in the whole, and is 
many in parts; in such a case a thing will be 
one absolutely, and many relatively. On the 
other hand, if it be undivided relatively, and 
divided absolutely, as if it were divided in es- 
sence and undivided in notion or in principle 
or cause, it will be many absolutely, and one 
relatively; as what are many in number and 
one in species, or one in principle. Hence in 
that way, being is divided by one and by 
many, as it were by one absolutely, and by 
many relatively. For multitude itself would 
not be contained under being unless it were in 
some way contained under one. Thus Dionysius 
says (Div. Nom., cap. ult.)4 that “there is no 
kind of multitude that is not in a way one. 
But what are many in their parts, are one in 
their whole; and what are many in accidents 
are one in subject; and what are many in num- 
ber are one in species; and what are many in 
species are one in genus; and what are many in 
processions are one in principle.” 

Reply Ob]. 3. It does not follow that it is 
futile to say being is one, since one adds some- 
thing to being according to reason. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether One and Many Are 
Opposed? 
We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that one and many are not opposed. 
Objection 1. For no opposite thing is pre- 
dicated of its opposite. But every multitude is 
4 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 980). 
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in a certain way one, as appears from the pre- 
ceding article. Therefore one is not opposed to 
multitude. 

Obj. 2. Further, no opposite thing is con- 
stituted by its opposite. But multitude 1s con- 
stituted by one. Therefore it is not opposed to 
multitude. 

Obj. 3. Further, one thing is opposed to one 
thing. But few is opposed to many. Therefore 
one is not opposed to many. 

Obj. 4. Further, if one is opposed to multi- 
tude, it is opposed as the undivided is to the 
divided, and is thus opposed to it as privation 
is to habit. But this appears to be incongruous, 
because it would follow that one comes after 
multitude, and is defined by it, whereas, on the 
contrary, multitude is defined by one. Hence 
there would be a vicious circle in the definition, 
which is inadmissible. Therefore one and many 
are not opposed. 

On the contrary, Things which are opposed in 
idea are themselves opposed to each other. But 
the notion of one consists in indivisibility, and 
the notion of multitude contains division. 
Therefore one and many are opposed to each 
other. 

I answer that, One is opposed to many, but 
in various ways. The one which is the principle 
of number is opposed to multitude which is 
number as the measure is to the thing meas- 
ured. For “one has the nature of a primary 
measure, and number is multitude measured by 
one,” as is clear from the Metaphysics. But 
the one which is convertible with being is op- 
posed to multitude by way of privation; as the 
undivided is to the thing divided. 

Reply Obj. 1. No privation entirely takes 
away the being of a thing, since “privation is 
negation in the subject,” according to the 
Philosopher.2, Nevertheless every privation 
takes away some being; and so in being, by 
reason of its universalily, the privation of be- 
ing has its foundation in being, which is not the 
case in privations of special forms, as of sight, 
or of whiteness, and the like. And what applies 
to being applies also to one and to good, which 
are convertible with being, for the privation of 
good is founded in sume good; likewise the re- 
moval of unity is founded in some onr thing. 
Hence it happens that multitude is some one 
thing, and evil is some good thing, and non- 
being is some kind of being. Nevertheless, op- 
posite is not predicated of opposite, since one is 
absolute and the other is relative; for what is 
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relative being (as being in potency) is non- 
being absolutely, that is, in act; or what is ab- 
solute being in the genus of substance, is non- 
being relatively as regards some accidental be- 
ing. In the same way, what is relatively good is 
absolutely bad, or contrariwise; likewise, what 
is absolutely one is relatively many, and con- 
trariwise. 

Reply Obj. 2. A whole is twofold. In one 
sense it is homogeneous, composed of like 
parts. In another sense it 1s heterogeneous, com- 
posed of dissimilar parts. Now in every homo- 
geneous whole, the whole is made up of parts 
having the form of the whole, as, for instance, 
every part of water is water; and such is the 
constitution of a continuous thing made up of 
its parts. In every heterogeneous whole, how- 
ever, every part lacks the form of the whole, 
as, for instance, no part of a house js a house, 
nor is any part of man a man. Now multitude 
is such a kind of whole. Therefore since its 
part has not the form of the multitude, the 
latter is composed of unities, as a house is 
composed of not houses; not, indeed, as if 
unities constituted multitude so far as they are 
undivided, in which way they are opposed to 
multitude, but so far as they have being, as 
also the parts of a house make up the house 
by the fact that they are beings, not by the fact 
that they are not houses. 

Reply Obj. 3. Many is taken in two ways: 
absolutely, and in that sense it 1s opposed to 
one, in another way as importing some kind of 
excess, in which sense it is opposed to few. 
Hence in the first sense two are many, but not 
in the zecond sense. 

Reply Obj. 4. One is opposed to many pri- 
valively, in so far as the notion of many in- 
volves division. Hence division must be prior 
to unity not absolutely, but acc: rding to the 
nature of our apprehension. For we apprehend 
simple things by composite things; and hence 
we define a point to be, “what has no part,” or 
“the beginning of a line.” Multitude also, in 
idea, follows on one. because we do not under- 
stand divided things to convey the idca of mul- 
titude éxcept by the fact that we attribute unity 
to every part. Hence one is placed in the defini- 
tion of multitude, but multitude is not placed in 
the definition of one. But division is under- 
stood from the very negation of being, so what 
first comes to the intellect is being; secondly, 
that this being is not that being, and thus we ap- 
prehend division as a consequence; thirdly, 
comes the notion of one; fourthly, the notion 
of multitude. 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether God Is One? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that God is not one. 

Objection 1. For it is written, For there be 
many gods and many lords (I Cor. 8. 5). 

Obj. 2. Further, one, as the principle of num- 
ber, cannot be predicated of God, since quan- 
tity is not predicated of God; likewise, neither 
can one which is convertible with being be 
predicated of God, because it imports privation, 
and every privation is an imperfection, which 
cannot apply to God. Therefore God is not one. 

On the contrary, It is written, Hear, O Israel, 
the Lord our God is one Lord (Deut. 6. 4). 

I answer that, It can be shown from three 
sources that God is one. First from His sim- 
plicity. For it is manifest that the reason why 
any singular thing is this particular thing is be- 
cause it cannot be communicated to many; for 
that by which Socrates is a man can be com- 
municated to many. while what makes him this 
particular man is only communicable to one. 
Therefore, if Socrates were a man by what 
makes him to he this particular man, as there 
cannot be many Socrates, so there could not in 
that way be many men Now this belongs to 
God alone, for God Himself is His own nature, 
as was shown ahove (Q. 111, a. 3). Therefore, 
in the very same way God is God. and He is 
this God. It is impossible therefore that many 
Gods should exist. 

Secondly, this is proved from the infinity of 
His perfection. For it was shown ahove (Q. Iv, 
A, 2) that God comprchends in Himself the 
whole perfection of being. If then many gods 
existed, they would necessarily differ from each 
other. Something therefore would belong to 
one which did not belong to another. And if 
this were a privation, one of them would not be 
absolutely perfect; but if a perfection, one of 
them would be without it. So it is impossible 
for many gods to exist, Hence also the ancient 
philosophers, constrained as it were by truth 
itself, when they asserted an infinite principle 
asserted likewise that there was only one such 
principle. 

Thirdly, this is shown from the unity of the 
world. For all things that exist are seen to be 
ordered to each other since some serve others. 
But things that are diverse do not agree in one 
order unless they are ordered thereto by some 
one being. For many things are reduced into one 
order by one better than by many, because one 
is the per se cause of one, and many are only 
the accidental cause of one, in so far as they 


are in some way one. Since therefore what is 
first is most perfect, and is so per se and not 
accidentally, it must be that the first which re- 
duces all into one order should be only one. 
And this one is God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Gods are called many by the 
error of some who worshipped many deities, 
thinking as they did that the planets and other 
stars were gods, and also the separate parts of 
the world. Hence the Apostle adds: Our God is 
one, etc. 

Reply Obj. 2. One which is the principle of 
number is not predicated of God, but only of 
things which have being in matter. For one the 
principle of number belongs to the genus of 
mathematical things, which have being in mat- 
ter, but are abstracted from matter according to 
reason. But one which is convertible with be- 
ing is a metaphysical entity, and does not de- 
pend on matter in its being. And although in 
God there is no privation, still, according to 
the mode of our apprehension, He is known to 
us by way only of privation and remotion. 
Thus there is no reason why a certain kind of 
privation should not be predicated of God; for 
instance, that He is incorporeal, and infinite. 
And in the same way it is said of God that He 
iS one. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether God Is Supremely One? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that God is not supremely one. 

Objection 1, For one is so called from the 
privation of division. But privation cannot be 
greater or less. Therefore God is not more one 
than other things which are called one. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing seems to be more in- 
divisible than what is actually and potentially 
indivisible; such as a point, and unity. But a 
thing is said to be more one according as it is 
indivisible. Therefore God is not more one than 
unity is one and a point is one. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is essentially good is 
supremely good. Therefore, what is essentially 
one is supremely one. But every being is es- 
sentially one, as the Philosopher says.' There- 
fore every being is supremely one; and there- 
fore God is not one more than any other being 
is one. 

On the contrary, Bernard says (De Consid. 
v):? “Among all things called one, the unity 
of the Divine Trinity holds the first place.” 

I answer that, Since one is an undivided be- 
ing, if anything is supremely one it must be 
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supremely being, and supremely undivided. 
Now both of these belong to God. For He is 
supremely being, since His being is not de- 
termined by any nature to which it is adjoined; 
for He is being itself, subsistent, undetermined 
in every way. But He is supremely undivided 
since He is divided neither actually nor po- 
tentially by any mode of division, for He is 
altogether simple, as was shown above (Q. 111, 
A. 7). Hence it is manifest that God is one in 
the supreme degree. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although privation considered 
in itself is not susceptive of more or less, still 
according as its opposite is subject to more and 
less, privation also can be considered itself in 
the light of more and less. Therefore, accord- 
ing as a thing is more divided or divisible, or 
less, or not at all, in that degree it is called 
more, or less, or supremely, one. 

Reply Obj, 2. A point and unity which is the 
principle of number are not supremcly being, 
since they have being only in some subject. 
Hence neither of them can be supremely one. 
For as a subject cannot be supremely one be- 
cause of the difference within it of accident 
and subject, so neither can an accident. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although every being is one 
by its substance, still every such substance is 
not equally the cause of unity; for the sub- 
stance of some things is composed of many 
things but others not. 


QUESTION XII 
How Gop Is KNOWN BY US 
(In Thirteen Articles) 


SINCE up to now we have considered God as 
He is in Himself, we now go on to consider in 
what manner He is in our knowledge, that is, 
how He is known by creatures. Concerning this 
there are thirteen points of inquiry. (1) Wheth- 
er any created intellect can see the essence of 
God? (2) Whether the essence of God is seen 
by the intellect through any created species? 
(3) Whether the essence of God can be seen 
by the corporeal eye? (4) Whether any created 
intellectual substance is sufficient by its own 
natural powers to see the essence of God? (5) 
Whether the created intellect needs any created 
light in order to see the essence of God? (6) 
Whether of those who see God, one sees Him 
more perfectly than another? (7) Whether any 
created intellect can comprehend the essence 
of God? (8) Whether the created intellect see- 
ing the essence of God knows all things in it? 
(9) Whether what is there known is known by 


any likenesses? (10) Whether the created in- 
tellect knows all at once what it sees in God? 
(11) Whether in the state of this life any man 
can see the essence of God? (12) Whether by 
natural reason we can know God in this life? 
(13) Whether there is in this life any knowl- 
edge of God through grace above the knowledge 
of natural reason? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Any Created Intellect Can 
See the Essence of God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that no created intellect can see the es- 
sence of God. 

Objection 1. For Chrysostom (Hom. xiv, in 
Joan)! commenting on John 1. 18, No man 
hath seen God at any time, says: “Not proph- 
ets only, but neither angels nor archangels have 
seen God. For how can a creature see what is 
increatable?”’ Dionysius also says (Div. Nom. 
i),? speaking of God: ‘Neither is there sense, 
nor phantasm, nor opinion, nor reason, nor 
knowledge of Him.” 

Obj. 2. Further, everything infinite, as such, 
is unknown. But God is infinite, as was shown 
above (Q. vir, A. 1). Therefore in Himself He 
is unknown. 

Obj. 3. Further, the created intellect knows 
only existing things. For what falls first under 
the apprehension of the intellect is being. Now 
God is not something existing, but He is rather 
“super-existence,” as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. iv).4 Therefore God is not intelligible; 
but above all intellect. 

Obj. 4. Further, there must be some propor- 
tion between the knower and the known, since 
the known is the perfection of the knower. But 
no proportion exists between the created in- 
tellect and God, for there is an infinite distance 
between them. Therefore the creatcd intellect 
cannot see the essence of God. 

On the contrary, It is written: We shall see 
Him as He is (1 John 3. 2). 

I answer that, Since everything is knowable 
according as it is in act, God, Who is pure act 
without any admixture of potency, is in Him- 
self supremely knowable. But what is supreme- 
ly knowable in itself, is not knowable to some 
other intellect, on account of the excess of the 
intelligible object above the intellect; as, for 
example, the sun, which is supremely visible, 
cannot be seen by the bat by reason of its ex- 
cess of light. 
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Therefore some! who considered this, held 
that no created intellect can see the essence of 
God, This ‘opinion, however, it not tenable. 
For as the ultimate happiness of man consists 
in the use of his highest function, which is the 
operation of the intellect, the created intellect 
could never see God, it would either never at- 
tain to happiness or its happiness would con- 
sist in something else beside God, which is 
opposed to faith. For the ultimate perfection 
of the rational creature is to be found in that 
which is the principle of its being, since a thing 
is perfect 80 far as it attains to its principle. 
Further, the same opinion is also against reason. 
For there resides in every man a natural desire 
to know the cause of any effect which he sees, 
and from this wonder arises in men. But if the 
intellect of the rational creature could not 
reach so far as to the first cause of things, the 
natural desire would remain void. 

Hence it must be absolutely granted that the 
blessed see the essence of God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Both of these authorities speak 
of the vision of comprehension. Hence Diony- 
sius premises immediately before the words 
cited, “He is universally to all incomprehensi- 
ble.” etc. Chrysostom, likewise after the words 
quoted, says: “He says this of the most certain 
vision of the Father, which is such a perfect 
consideration and comprehension as the Father 
has of the Son.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The infinity of matter not made 
perfect by form is unknown in itself, because 
all knowledge comes by the form; but the in- 
finity of the form not limited by matter is in 
itself supremely known. God is Infinite in this 
way, and not in the first way, as appears from 
what was said above (9. vu, A. 1). 

Reply Obj. 3. God is not said to be not exist- 
ing as if He did not exist at all, but because He 
exists above all that exists, since He is His own 
existence. Hence it does not follow that He can- 
not be known at all, but that He exceeds every 
kind of knowledge, which means that He is not 
comprehended. 

Reply Obj. 4. Proportion is twofold. In one 
sense it means a certain relation of one quan- 
tity to another, according as double, treble, and 
equal are species of proportion. In another 
sense every relation of one thing to another is 
called proportion. And in this sense there can 
be a proportion of the creature to God, in so 
far as it is related to Him as the effect to 
its cause, and as potency to act; and in this way 
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the created intellect can be prgnerieeed to 
know God. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Essence of God Is 
Seen by the Created Intellect Through Some 
Likeness? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the essence of God is seen through 
some likeness by the created intellect. | 

Objection 1. For it is written: We know that 
when He shall appear, we shall be like to Him, 
and (Vulg., because) we shall see Him as He 
ts (I John 3. 2). 

Obj, 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin.) :* 
“When we know God, some likeness of God is 
made in us.” 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect in act is the in- 
telligible in act, as sense in act is the sensible 
in act. But this comes about only in so far as 
sense is informed with the likeness of the sen- 
sible thing, and the intellect with the likeness 
of the thing understood. Therefore, if God is 
seen by the created intellect in act, it must be 
that He is seen by some likeness. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xv),* that when the Apostle says, We see 
through a glass and in an enigma (Douay, 
in a dark manner), “by the terms ‘glass’ and 
‘enigma’ certain likenesses are signified by him, 
which are accommodated to the understanding 
of God.” But to see the essence of God is not 
an enigmatic nor a speculative vision, but is, 
on the contrary, of an opposite kind. Therefore 
the divine essence is not seen through ‘like- 
nesses. 

I answer that, Two things are required both 
for sensible and for intellectual vision—name- 
ly, power of sight, and union of the thing seen 
with the sight. For vision is made actual only 
when the thing seen is in a certain way in the 
scer. Now in corporeal things it is clear that 
the thing seen cannot be by its essence in the 
seer, but only by its likeness; as the likeness of 
a stone Is in the eye, by which the vision is 
made actual, but the substance of the stone is- 
not there, But if the principle of the visual 
power and the thing seen were one and the 
same thing, it would necessarily follow that the 
seer would receive both the visual power and 
the form by which it sees from that one same 
thing. 

Now it is manifest both that God is the au- 
thor of the intellectual power, and that He can 
be seen by the intellect. And since the intel- 
lectual power of the creature is not the essence 
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of God, it follows that it is some kind of par- 
ticipated likeness of Him who is the first in- 
tellect. Hence also the intellectual power of the 
creature is called an intelligible light, as though 
derived from the first light, whether this be 
understood of the natural power, or of some 
perfection superadded of grace or of glory. 
Therefore, in order to see God. there must be 
some likeness of God on the part of the seeing 
power whereby the intellect is made capable of 
seeing God. 

But on the part of the object seen, which 
must necessarily be united to the seer, the es- 
sence of God cannot be seen by any created 
likeness. First, because, as Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. i),) “by the likenesses of the in- 
ferior order of things. the superior can in no 
way be known”; just as by the species of a 
body the essence of an incorporeal thing cannot 
be known. Much less therefore can the essence 
of God be seen by any created species whatever. 
Secondly, because the essence of God is His 
own very being, as was shown above (Q. II, A. 
4), which cannot be said of any created form; 
and so no created form can be the likeness 
representing the cssence of God to the seer. 
Thirdly, because the divine essence is uncircum- 
scribed, and contains in itself supereminently 
whatever can be signified or understood by the 
created intellect. Now this cannot in any way 
be represented by any created species: for 
every created form is determined according to 
some aspect of wisdom, or of power. or of being 
itself, or of some like thing Hence to say that 
God is seen by some likeness, is to say that the 
divine essence is not seen at all, which is er- 
roneous. 

Therefore it must be said that to see the es- 
sence of God there is required some likeness in 
the seeing power, namely, the light of divine 
glory strengthening the intellect to sce God, 
which is spoken of in the Psalm (35. 10). J 
Thy light we shall see light. The essence of 
God, however, cannot be seen by any created 
likeness representing the divine essence itself 
as it is in itself. 

Reply Obj. 1. That authority speaks of the 
likeness which is caused by participation of the 
light of glory. 

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine speaks of the knowl- 
edge of God here on earth. 

Reply Obj. 3. The divine essence is existence 
itself. Hence as other intelligible forms which 
are not their own being are united to the in- 
tellect by means of some being by which the in- 
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tellect itself is informed, and made in act, so 
the divine essence is united to the created in- 
tellect as the thing actually understood, by it- 
self making the intellect in act. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Essence of God Can 
Be Seen with the Bodily Eye? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the essence of God can be seen by 
the corporeal eye. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Job 19. 26): 
In my flesh I shall see... God, and (167d, 42. 
5), With the hearing of the ear I have heard 
Thee, but now my eye seeth Thee. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says* “Those eyes 
[namely of the glorified] will therefore have a 
greater power of sight, not so much to see more 
keenly, as some report of the sight of serpents 
or of eagles (for whatever acuteness of vision 
is possessed by these creatures, they can see 
only corporeal things) but to see even in- 
corporeal things.” Now whoever can see in- 
corporeal things can be raised up to see God. 
Therefore the glorified eye can see God. 

Obj. 3. Further, God can be seen by man 
through a vision of the imagination. For it is 
written: J saw the Lord sitting upon a throne, 
etc. (Isa. 6. 1). But an imaginary vision has its 
origin in sense, “for the imagination is moved 
by sense to act.” as it is slated in the book on 
the Soul. Therefore God can be seen by a 
vision of sense. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vid, 
Deum, Ep. cxlvii)': ““No one has ever seen God 
as He is, cither in this hfe, nor in the angelic 
life, as visible things are seen by corporeal 
vision.” 

T answer that, It is impossible for God to be 
scen by the sense of sight, or by anv other 
sense, or power of the sensitive par’ For every 
such kind of power is the act of a corporeal 
organ, as will be shown later (Q. LXXVIII. A. 1). 
Now act Js proportioned to that of which it is 
the act. Henr» no power of that kind can go be- 
yond corporeal things. For God is incorporeal, 
as was shown above (Q. 11, A. 1). Hence He 
cannot be seen by the sense or the imagination, 
but only by the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 1. The words, /n my flesh I shall 
sce God my Saviour, do not mean that God will 
be scen with the eye of flesh, but that man 
existing In the flesh after the resurrection will 
see God. Likewise the words, Now my eye seeth 
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Thee, are to be understood of the mind’s eye, 
as the Apostle says: May He give unto you the 
spirit of wisdom ... in the knowledge of Him, 
that the eyes of your heart may be enlightened 
(Eph. 1. 17. 18). 

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine speaks as one in- 
quiring, and conditionally. This appears from 
what he says previously: “Therefore they will 
have an altogether different power [namely the 
glorified eyes], if they shall sce that incorporeal 
nature”; and afterwards he explains this, say- 
ing: “It is very credible that we shall so see the 
mundane bodies of the new heaven and the 
new earth as to see most clearly God every- 
where present, governing all corporeal things. 
not as we now see the invisible things of God 
as understood by what is made, but as when 
we see men among whom we live, living and 
exercising the functions of human life. we do 
not believe they live, but see it.’’ Hence it is 
evident how the glorified eves will see God, as 
now our cyes see the life of another. But life 
is not seen with the corporeal eye, as a thing in 
itself visible, but as the accidental object of 
the sense; which indeed is not known by sense, 
but at once, together with sense, by some other 
knowing power. But that the divine presence is 
known by the intellect immediately on the sight 
of, and through, corporeal things, happens from 
two causes—namely, from the clearness of the 
intellect, and from the refulgence of the divine 
brightness in the renewed body. 

Reply Obj 3. The essence of God ts not seen 
in a vision of the imagination; but the imag- 
ination produces some form representing God 
according to some mode of likeness, as in divine 
Scripture divine things are metaphorically de- 
scribed by means of sensible things. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Any Created Intellect by 
its Natural Powers Can See the Divine Es- 
sence? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that a created intellect can sce the divine 
essence by its own natural power. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)!: An angel “is a pure mirror, most clear, 
receiving, if it is right to say so, the whole 
beauty of God.” But if a reflection is seen, the 
original thing is seen. Therefore, since an angel 
by his natural power understands himself, it 
seems that by his own natural power he under- 
stands the divine essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is supremely visible is 
made less visible to us by reason of our defec- 
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tive corporeal or intellectual sight. But the 
angelic intellect has no such defect. Therefore, 
since God is supremely intelligible in Himself, 
it seems that in like manner He is supremely 
so to an angel. Therefore, if he can understand 
other intelligible things by his own natural 
power, much more can he understand God. 

Obj. 3. Further, corporeal sense cannot be 
raised up to understand incorporeal substance, 
which is above its nature. Therefore if to see 
the essence of God is above the nature of every 
created intellect, it follows that no created in- 
tellect can reach up to see the essence of God 
at all. But this is false, as appears from what is 
said above (A. 1). Therefore it seems that it is 
natural for a created intellect to see the divine 
essence. 

On the contrary, It is written: The grace of 
God is life everlasting (Rom. 6. 23). But life 
everlasting consists in the vision of the divine 
essence, according to the words: This is eternal 
life, that they may know Thee the only true 
God, etc. (John 17. 3). Therefore, to see the es- 
sence of God belongs to the created intellect by 
grace, and not by nature. 

I answer that, It is impossible for any cre- 
ated intellect to see the essence of God by its 
own natural power. For knowledge occurs ac- 
cording as the thing known is in the knower. 
But the thing known is in the knower according 
to the mode of the knower. Hence the knowl- 
edge of every knower is according to the mode 
of its own nature. If therefore the mode of any- 
thing’s being exceeds the mode of the nature of 
the knower, it must result that the knowledge 
of that thing is above the nature of the knower, 

Now the mode of being of things is mani- 
fold. For there are some things whose natures 
have being only in this one individual matter, 
as for instance, all bodies But there are others’ 
whose natures subsist of themselves, not resid- 
ing in matter at all, which, however, are not 
(heir own being, but receive it; and these are 
the incorporeal beings, called angels. But to 
God alone does it belong to be His own sub- 
sistent being. 

Therefore, what has being only in individual 
matter we know naturally, since our soul, by 
which we know, is the form of some certain 
matter. Now our soul possesses two cognitive 
powers. One is the act of a corporeal organ, 
which naturally knows things existing in in- 
dividual matter; hence sense knows only the 
singular. But there is another kind of cognitive 
power in the soul, called the intellect, and this 
is not the act of any corporeal organ. There- 
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fore the intellect naturally knows natures which 
have being only in individual matter; not how- 
ever as. they are in individual matter, but ac- 
cording as they are abstracted from it by the 
consideration of the intellect. Hence it follows 
that through the intellect we can understand 
things of this kind as universal, and this is be- 
yond the power of sense. Now the angelic in- 
tellect naturally knows natures not existing 
in matter; but this is beyond the natural power 
of the intellect of our soul in the state of its 
present life, united as it is to the body. 

It follows therefore that to know self-sub- 
sistent being is natural to the divine intellect 
alone, and that it is beyond the natural power 
of any created intellect; for no creature is its 
own being but rather has participated being. 
Therefore the created intellect cannot see the 
essence of God unless God by His grace unites 
Himself to the created intellect, as an object 
made intelligible to it. 

Reply Obj. 1. This mode of knowing God is 
natural to an angel—namely, to know Him by 
His own likeness refulgent in the angel himself. 
But to know God by any created likeness is not 
to know the essence of God, as was shown 
above (A. 2). Hence it does not follow that an 
angel can know the essence of God by his own 
power. 

Reply Obj. 2. The angelic intellect is not de- 
fective if defect be taken to mean privation, as 
if it were without anything which it ought to 
have. But if defect be taken negatively, in that 
sense every creature is defective when com- 
pared with God, since it does not possess the 
excellence which is in God. 

Reply Obj. 3. The sense of sight, as being 
altogether material, cannot be raised up to any- 
thing immaterial. But our intellect, or the an- 
gelic intellect, because it is elevated above mat- 
ter in its own nature, can be raised up above its 
own nature to a higher level by grace. The 
mark of this is that sight cannot in any way 
know in the abstract what it knows in the con- 
crete; for in no way can it perceive a nature 
except as this one particular nature, although 
our intellect is able to consider by abstraction 
what it knows in the concrete. Now although it 
knows things which have a form residing in 
matter, still it resolves the composite into both 
of these elements, and it considers the form 
separately by itself. Likewise, also, the intellect 
of an angel, although it naturally knows the 
concrete being in any nature, still it is able to 
separate that being by its intellect, since it 
knows that the thing itself is one thing, and its 


being is another. Since therefore the created in- 
tellect is naturally capable of apprehending the 
concrete form, and the concrete being by ab- 
straction, by way of a kind of resolution, it can 
by grace be raised up to know separate subsist- 
ing substance and separate subsisting being. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Created Intellect 
Needs Any Created Light in order to See the 
Essence of God? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that the created intellect does not need 
any created light in order to see the essence of 
God. 

Objection 1. For what is of itself clear in sen- 
sible things does not require any other light in 
order to be seen. Therefore the same applies to 
intelligible things. Now God is intelligible light. 
Therefore He is not seen by the means of any 
created light. 

Obj. 2. Further, if God is seen through a 
medium, He is not seen in His essence. But if 
seen by any created light He is seen through a 
medium. Therefore He is not seen in His es- 
sence, 

Obj, 3. Further, what is created can be nat- 
ural to some creature. Therefore, if the essence 
of God is seen through any created light, such 
a light can be made natural to some other crea- 
ture; and thus, that creature would not need 
any other light to see God, which is impossible. 
Therefore it is not necessary that every crea- 
ture should require a superadded light in order 
to see the essence of God. 

Ou the contrary, It is written: In Thy light 
we shall sce light (Ps. 35. 10). 

Z answer that, Everything which is raised up 
to what exceeds its nature must be prepared 
by some disposition above its nature; as, for 
example, if air is to receive the fors: of fire, it 
must be prepared by some disposition for such 
a form. But when any created intellect sees the 
essence of God, the essence of God itself be- 
comes the intelligible form of the intellect. 
Hence it is necessary that some supernatural 
disposition should be added to the intellect in 
order that it may be raised up to such a great 
and sublime height. Now since the natural 
power of the created intellect does not avail 
to enable it to see the essence of God, as was 
shown in the preceding article, it is necessary 
that the power of understanding should be in- 
creased further by divine grace. Now this in- 
crease of the intellectual powers is called the 
illumination of the intellect, as we also call the 
intelligible itself by the name of light or illum- 
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ination, And. this is the light spoken of in the 
Apocalypse (21. 23), The glory of God hath en+ 
lightened it—namely, the society of the blessed 
who see God. By this light the blessed are made 
“deiform”—that is, like to God, according to the 
saying: When He shall appear we shall be like 
to Him, and [Vulg., because] we shall see Him 
as He is (I John 3. 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. The created light is necessary 
to see the essence of God, not in order to make 
the essence of God intelligible, which is of itself 
intelligible, but in order to enable the intellect 
to understand in the same way as a habit makes 
a power abler to act. In the same way corporeal 
light is necessary as regards external sight. since 
it makes the medium transparent, in act, so 
that it may be moved by colour. 

Reply Obj. 2. This light is required to see the 
divine essence, not as a likeness in which Gad 
is seen, but as a perfection of the intellect, 
strengthening it to see God. Therefore it may 
be said that this light is to be described not as 
a medium in which God is seen, but as one un- 
der which He is seen; and such a medium does 
not take away the immediate vision of God. 

Reply Obj. 3. The disposition to the form of 
fire can be natural only to what has the form 
of fire. Hence the light of glory cannot be nat- 
ural to a creature unless the creature has a 
divine nature, which is impossible. But by this 
light the rational creature is made deiform, as 
is said in this article. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether of Those Who See the Es- 
sence of God, One Sees More Perfectly Than 
Another? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that of those who see the essence of 
God, one does not see more perfectly than an- 
other. 

Objection 1, For it is written (I John 3. 2): 
We shall see Him as He is. But He is only in 
one way. Therefore He will be seen by all in 
one way only; and therefore He will not be 
seen more perfectly by one and less perfectly 
by another. 

Obj. 2. Further, as Augustine says (Octog. 
Trium Quest., gu. xxxii)' that one person can- 
not understand one and the same thing more 
perfectly than another. But all who see the es- 
sence of God understand the divine essence, 
for God is seen by the intellect and not by 
sense, as was shown above (A. 3). Therefore, 
of those who see the divine essence, one does 
not see more clearly than another. 
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Obj, 3. Further, That anything be seen more 
perfectly than another can happen in two ways: 
either on the part of the visible object, or on 
the part of the visual power of the seer. On the 
part of the object, it may so happen because 
the object is received more perfectly in the 
seer, that is, according to the greater perfection 
of the likeness; but this does not apply to the 
present question, for God is present to the in- 
tellect seeing Him not by way of a likeness, 
but by His essence. It follows then that if one 
sees Him more perfectly than another, this 
happens according to the difference of the in- 
tellectual power; thus it follows too that the 
one whose intellectual power is the higher will 
see Him the more clearly, and this is incongru- 
ous, since equality with angels is promised to 
men in the state of happiness. 

On the contrary, Eternal life consists in the 
vision of God, according to John 17. 3: This 
is eternal life, that they may know Thee the 
only true God, etc. Therefore, if all saw the es- 
sence of God equally in eternal life, all would 
be equal; the contrary to which is declared by 
the Apostle: Star differs from star in glory 
(I Cor. 15. 41). 

I answer that, Of those who see the essence 
of God, one secs Him more perfectly than an- 
other. This, indeed, does not take place as if 
one had a more perfect likeness of God than an- 
other, since that vision will not spring from any 
likeness; but it will take place because one in- 
tellect will have a greater power or faculty to 
see God than another. The faculty of se¢ing 
God, however, does not belong to the created 
intellect naturally, but is given to it by the light 
of glory, which -establishes the intellect in a 
kind of deiformity, as appears from what is 
said above in the preceding article. 

Hence the intellect which participates more 
of the light of glory will see God the more per- 
fectly. And he will have a fuller participation 
of the light of glory who has more charity, be- 
cause where there is the greater charity, there 
is the more desire, and desire in a certain way 
makes the one desiring apt and prepared to re- 
ceive the thing desired. Hence he who possesses 
the more charity will see God the more per- 
fectly, and will be the more happy. 

Reply 0bj. 1. In the words, We shall see Him 
as He is, the conjunction “as” determines the 
mode of vision on the part of the thing seen, so 
that the meaning is, we shall see Him to be as 
He is, because we shall see His being, which is 
His essence. But it does not determine the mode 
of vision on the part of the one seeing, as if the 
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_ dning was that the mode of seeing God will 
Bs perfect as is the perfect mode of God's 
g. 

hus appears the answer to the Second Ob- 
ion. For when it is said that one intellect 
ues not understand one and the same thing 
better than another, this would be true if re- 
ferred to the mode of the thing understood, for 
whoever understands it otherwise than it really 
is does not truly understand it, but not if re- 
ferred to the mode of understanding, for the 
understanding of one is more perfect than the 
understanding of another. 

Reply Obj. 3. The diversity of sceing will not 
arise on the part of the object seen, for the 
same object will be presented to all—namely, 
the essence of God; nor will it arise from the 
diverse participation of the object by different 
likenesses; but it. will arise on the part of the 
diverse power of the intellect, not, indeed, the 
natural power, but the glorified faculty as we 
have said in the body of the article. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Those Who See the 
Essence of God Comprehend Him? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that those who see the essence of God 
comprehend Him. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Phil. 3. 
12): But I follow after, if I may by any means 
comprehend (Douay, dpprekend). But the 
Apostle did not follow in vain; for he said (I 
Cor. 9. 26): J... s0 run, not as at an uncer- 
tainty. Therefore he comprehended. And in the 
same way others also, whom he invites to do 
the same, saying: So run that you may compre- 
hend. 

Obj, 2. Further, Augustine says (De Vid. 
Deum, Ep. cxivii):! “That is comprehended 
which is so seen as a whole, that nothing of it is 
hidden from the seer.” But if God is seen in 
His essence, He is seen whole, and nothing of 
Him is hidden from the seer, since God is sim- 
ple. Therefore, whoever sees His essence, com- 
prehends Him. 

Obj. 3. Further, if we say that He is seen as 
a whole, but not wholly, it may be contrarily 
urged that wholly refers either to the modc of 
the seer, or to the mode of the thing ses But 
he who sees the essence of God, secs Him 
wholly if the mode of the thing seen is con- 
sidered, since he sees Him as He is as we have 
said (A. 6, ans. 1); also, likewise, he secs Him 
wholly if the mode of the seer be meant, since 
the intellect will with its full power see the di- 

1 Chap. 9 (PL 33, 606). 


vine essence. Therefore all who see the essence 
of God sce Him wholly. Therefore they com- 
prehend Him. 

On the contrary, It is wrilten: O most 
mighty, great, and powerful, the Lord of hosts 
is Thy Name. Great in counsel, and incompre- 
hensible in thought (Jer. 32. 18, 19). Therefore 
He cannot be comprehended. 

I answer that, It is impossible for any created 
intellect to comprehend God; yet “for the mind 
to attain to God in some degree is great hap- 
piness,”’ as Augustine says.” 

In proof of this we must consider that what 
is comprehended is perfectly known, and that 
is perfectly known which is known so far as it 
can be known. Thus, if anything which is capa- 
ble of scientific demonstration is held only by 
an opinion resting on a probable proof, it is not 
comprehended; as, for instance, if anyone 
knows by scientific demonstration that a tri- 
angle has three angles equal to two right angles, 
he comprehends that truth. But if anyone ac- 
cepts it as a probable opinion because wise men 
or most men teach it, he cannot be said to com- 
prehend the thing itself, because he does not at- 
tain to that perfect mode of knowledge of 
which it is capable. 

But no created intellect can attain to that 
perfect mode of the knowledge of the divine in- 
tellect of which it is capable. Which appears 
thus. Everything is knowable according as it is 
being in act. But God, whose being is infinite, 
as was shown above (Q. VII, A. 1) is infinitely 
knowable. Now no created intellect can know 
God infinitely. For the created intellect knows 
the divine essence more or less perfectly in pro- 
portion as it receives a greater or lesser light of 
glory. Since therefore the created light of glory 
received into anv crealed intellect cannot be 
infinite, it is impossible for any crested intellect 
to know God in an infinite degree. Hence it is 
impossible that it should comprehend God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Comprehension is twofold. In 
one sense it js taken strictly and properly, ac- 
cording as something is included in the one 
comprehending; and thus in no way is God com- 
prehended either by intellect, or in any other 
way, since He is infinite and cannot be included 
in any finite being, so that no finite being can 
contain Him infinitely, in the degree of His own 
infinity. In this sense we now take comprehen- 
sion. But in another sense comprehension is 
taken more largely as opposed to non-attain- 
ment; for he who altains to anyone is said to 
comprehend him when he attains to him, And in 
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this sense God is comprehended by the blessed, 
according to the words, J held him, and I will 
not let him go (Cant. 3. 4); in this sense also 
are to be understood the words quoted from the 
Apostle concerning comprehension. And in this 
way comprehension is one of the three endow- 
ments of the soul, corresponding to hope, as 
vision corresponds to faith, and fruition cor- 
responds to charity. For even among ourselves 
not everything seen is held or possessed, since 
things either appear sometimes afar off, or they 
are not in our power of attainment. Neither, 
again, do we always enjoy what we possess; 
either because we find no pleasure in them, or 
because such things are not the ultimate end of 
our desire, so as to satisfy and quell it. But the 
blessed possess these three things in God, be- 
cause they see Him, and in seeing Him, possess 
Him as present, having the power to see Him 
always; and possessing Him, they enjoy Him 
as the ullimate fulfilment of desire. 

Reply Obj. 2. God is called incomprehensible 
not because anything of Him is not seen, but 
because He is not seen as perfectly as He is 
capable of being seen; thus when any demon- 
strable proposition is known by a_ probable 
reason only, it does not follow that any part of 
it is unknown, either the subject, or the pred- 
icate, or the composition, but that the whole is 
not as perfectly known as it is capable of being 
known. Hence Augustine (/oc. cit ), in his defi- 
nition of comprehension, says the whole is com- 
prehended when it is seen in such a way that 
nothing of it is hidden from the seer, or when 
its boundaries can be completely vicwed or 
traced; for the boundaries of a thing are said to 
be completely surveyed when the end according 
to that mode of knowledge of it is attained. 

Reply Obj. 3. The word “wholly” denotes a 
mode of the object; not that the whole object 
does nut come under knowledge, but that the 
mode of the object is not the mode of the one 
who knows. Therefore, he who sees God's es- 
sence secs in Him that He exists infinitely, and 
is infinitely knowable; nevertheless, this in- 
finite mode does not extend to enable the 
knower to know infinitely; thus, for instance, a 
person can know with probability that a propo- 
sition is demonstrable, although he himself 
does not know it as demonstrated. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Those Who See the Es- 
sence of God See All in God? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that those who sce the essence of God 
see all things in God. 


Objection 1. For Gregory says (Dialog, i 
“What do they not see, who see Him Who 
all things?” But God sees all things. Theref 
those who see God see all things. | 

Obj. 2. Further, whoever sees a mirror sie 
what is reflected in the mirror. But all actual, 


or possible things shine forth in God as in a mir- } 


ror for He knows all things, in Himself. There- 
fore, whoever sees God, sees all the things that 
are, and all the things that can be. 

Obj. 3. Further, whoever understands the 
greater can understand the least, as is said in 
the book on the Sozl.? But all that God does, or 
can do, are less than His essence. Therefore, 
whoever understands God, can understand all 
that God does or can do. 

Obj. 4. Further, the rational creature naturally 
desires to know all things. Therefore, if in see- 
ing God it does not know all things, its natural 
desire will not rest satisfied; thus, in seeing God 
it will not be fully happy, which is incongruous. 
Therefore, he who sces God knows all things. 

On the contrary, The angels see the essence of 
God, and yet do not know all things. For, as 
Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. vii)? that the in- 
ferior angels are cleansed from ignorance by 
the superior angels. Also they are ignorant of 
future contingent things and of secret thoughts, 
for this knowledge belongs to God alone. There- 
fore, whosoever sees the essence of God, does 
not know all things. 

I answer that, The created intellect, in seeing 
the divine essence, does not see in it all, that 
God does or can do. For it is manifest that 
things are seen in God as they are in Him. But 
all other things are in God as effects are in the 
power of their cause. Therefore all things are 
seen in God as an effect is seen in its cause. 
Now it js clear that the more perfectly a cause 


is scen, the more of its effects can be seen in it. . 


For whoever has a lofty understanding, as soon 
as one demonstrative principle is put before 
him gathers the knowledge of many conclu- 
sions; but this is beyond one of a weaker in- 
tellect, for he needs things to be explained to 
him separately. And so an intellect can know 
all the effects of a cause and the reasons for 
those effects in the cause itself, if it compre- 
hends the cause wholly. Now no created intel- 
Ject can comprehend God wholly, as shown 
above (A. 7). Therefore no created intellect in 
seeing God can know all that God does or can 
do, for this would be to comprehend His power; 
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Mfof what God does or can do, the more any 
Nect knows them, the more perfectly it sees 


Reply Obj. 1. Gregory speaks as regards the 

ject being sufficient, namely, God, who in 

imself sufficiently contains and shows forth 

things; but it does not follow that whoever 

ees God knows all things, for he does not per- 
Ffectly comprehend Him. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is not necessary that who- 
ever sees a mirror should see all that is in the 
mirror, unless his glance comprehends the mir- 
ror. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although it is more to see God 
than to see all things else, still it is a greater 
thing to see Him so that all things are known 
in Him than to see Him in such a way that not 
all things, but fewer or more, are known in 
Him. For it has been shown in this article that 
the more things are known in God according 
as He is seen more or less perfectly. 

Reply Obj. 4. The natural desire of the ra- 
tional creature is to know everything that be- 
Jongs to the perfection of the intellect, namely, 
the species and genera of things and their 
types. and these everyone who sees the divine 
essence willsee in God. But to know other singu- 
lar beings, their thoughts, and their deeds, does 
not belong to the perfection of the created in- 
tellect nor does its natural desire go out to 
these things; neither, again, does it desire to 
know things that do not as yet exist, but which 
God can call into being. Yet if God alone were 
seen, Who is the fount and principle of all be- 
ing and of all truth. He would so fill the natural 
desire of knowledge that nothing else would be 
desired, and the seer would be completely hap- 
py. Hence Augustine says!: “Unhappy the man 
who knoweth all these (that is, all creatures) 
and knoweth not Thee! but happy whoso know- 
eth Thee although he know not these. And who- 
so knoweth both Thee and them is not the hap- 
pier for them, but for Thee alone.” 


ARTICLE 9. Whether What Is Seen in God by 
Those Who See the Divine Essence Is Seen 
Through Any Likeness? 

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
seems that what is seen in God by those who 
see the divine essence is seen by means of some 
likeness. 

Objection 1. For every kind of knowledge 
comes about by the knower being assimilated to 
the object known. For thus the intellect in act 
becomes the actual thing understood, and the 

1 Confessions, Vv, 7 (PL 32, 708). 


sense in act becomes the actual sensible, in so 
far as it is informed by its likeness, as the eye 
by the likeness of colour. Therefore, if the in- 
tellect of one who sees the divine essence un- 
derstands any creatures in God, it must be in- 
formed by their likenesses. 

Obj. 2. Further, what we have scen, we keep 
in memory. But Paul, seeing the essence of God 
whilst in ecstasy, when he had ceased to see the 
divine essence, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
xii, 28, 34),? remembered many of the things he 
had seen in the rapture; hence he said: I have 
heard secret words which it is not granted to 
man to utter (II Cor. 12. 4). Therefore it must 
be said that certain likenesses of what he re- 
membered remained in his mind; and in the 
same way, when he actually saw the essence of 
God he had certain likenesses or species of what 
he actually saw in it. 

On the contrary, A mirror and what is in it 
are seen by means of one species. But all things 
are seen in God as in an intelligible mirror. 
Therefore, if God Himself is not seen by any 
likeness but by His own essence, neither are the 
things seen in Him seen by any likenesses or 
species. 

I answer that, Those who see the divine es- 
sence see what they see in God not by any 
species, but by the divine essence itself united 
to their intellect. For each thing is known in so 
far as its likeness is In the one who knaws. 
Now this takes place in two ways. For since 
things which are like one and the same thing 
are like each other, the knowing power can be 
assimilated to any knowable object in two ways. 
In one way it is assimilated by the object itself, 
when it is directly informed by its likeness, 
and then the object is known in itself. In an- 
other way when informed by a species which 
resembles the object; and in this way the 
knowledge is not of the thing in itself, but of the 
thing in its likeness. For the knowledge of a 
man in himself differs from the knowledge of 
him in his image. Hence to know things thus by 
their likeness in the one who knows is to know 
them in themselves or in their own nature; but 
to know them by their likenesses pre-existing in 
God is to see them in God. Now there is a dif- 
ference between these two kinds of knowledge. 
Hence, according to the knowledge by which 
things are known by those who see the essence 
of God, they are seen in God Himself not by 
any other likenesses but by the divine essence 
alone present to the intellect, by which also God 
Himself is seen. 
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Reply Obj. 1. The created intellect of one who 
sees God is assimilated to the things that are 
seen in God in so far as it is united to the divine 
essence, in which the likenesses of all things 
pre-exist. 

Reply Obj. 2. Some of the knowing powers 
can form other species from those first con- 
ceived; thus the imagination from the precon- 
ceived species of a mountain and of gold can 
form the species of a golden mountain; and the 
intellect, from the preconceived species of 
genus and difference forms the notion of spe- 
cies; in like manner from the likeness of an 
image we can form in ourselves the likeness of 
the original of the image. Thus Paul, or any 
other person who sees God, by the very vision 
of the divine essence can form in himself the 
likenesses of the things that are seen in the 
divine essence, which remained in Paul even 
when he had ceased to see the essence of God. 
Still this kind of vision whereby things are seen 
by this species conceived in this way is not the 
same as that by which things are seen in God. 


ArTICLE 10. Whether Those Who See the Es- 
sence of God See All They Sce In It at the 
Same Time? 


We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that those who see the essence of God 
do not sce all they see in Him at one and the 
same time. 

Objection t. For, according to the Philoso- 
pher:! “It may happen that many things are 
known, but only one 1s understood.” But what is 
seen in God, is understood, for God is seen by 
the intellect Therefore those who see God do 
not sec al] in Him at the same time. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
vili, 22, 23). “God moves the spiritual crea- 
ture according to time’”’—that is, by understand- 
ing and affection. But the spiritual creature is 
the angel. who sees God. Therefore those who 
see God understand and are affected successive- 
ly, for time means succession. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xv, 16):4 “Our thoughts will not be unstable, 
going to and fro from one thing to another, but 
we shall see all we know all at once in one 
glance.” 

I answer that, What is seen in the Word is 
seen not successively but at the same time. In 
proof of this we must consider that we ourselves 
cannot know many things all at once, since we 
understand many things by various species. 
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But: our intellect cannot be actually infor 
by diverse species at the same time, so as to up 
derstand by them, just as one body cannot bes\’ 
different shapes simultaneously. Hence, wher 
many things can be understood by one speties, 
they are understood at the same time; as the 
parts of a whole are understood successively, 
and not all at the same time, if each one is un- 
derstood by its own species; but if all are un- 
derstood under the one species of the whole, 
they are understood simultaneously. Now it 
was shown above (A. 9) that things seen in God 
are not seen singly by their own likenesses, but 
all are seen by the one essence of God. Hence 
they are seen simultaneously and not succes- 
sively. 

Reply Obj. 1. We understand one thing only 
when we understand by one species; but many 
things understood by one species are under- 
stood simultaneously, as in the species of man 
we understand animal] and rational, and in the 
species of house we understand the wall and the 
roof. 

Reply Obj. 2. As regards their natural knowl- 
edge, by which they know things by various 
species infused in them, the angels do not know 
all things simultaneously, and thus they are 
moved, in understanding, according to time; 
but according as they see things in God, they 
see all at the same time. 


ARTICLE 11. Whether Anyone in This Life Can 
See the Essence of God? 


We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
seems that one can in this life see the divine es- 
sence. 

Objection 1. For Jacob said: 7 have seen God 
face to face (Gen. 32. 30). But to see Him face 
to face is to see His essence, as appears from 
the words: We see now in a glass and in a dark 
manner, but then face to face (I Cor. 13. 12). 
Therefore God can be seen in this life in His es- 
sence. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Lord said of Moses: I 
speak to him mouth to mouth, and plainly, and 
not by riddles and figures doth he see the Lord 
(Num. 12. 8); but this is to see God in His 
essence. Therefore it is possible to see the es- 
sence of God in this life. 

Obj. 3. Further, that in which we know all 
other things, and by which we judge of other 
things is known in itself to us. But even now we 
know all things in God, for Augustine says :4 
“If we both see that what you say is true, and 
we both see that what I say is true; where, I 
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, do we see this? neither I in thee, nor thou 
me; but both of us in the very incommutable 
‘ruth itself above our minds.” He also says (De 
era Relig. xxx)! that we judge of all things 
waccording to the divine truth; and (De Trin. 
xii)* that, “it is the duty of reason to judge of 
these corporeal things according to the incor- 
poreal and eternal types, which unless they were 
above the mind, could not be truly unchange- 
able.” Therefore even in this life we see God 
Himself. 

Obj. 4. Further, according to Augustine( Gen. 
ad lit. xii, 24, 25),° those things that are in the 
soul by their essence are seen by intellectual 
vision. But intellectual vision is of intelligible 
things, not by likenesses, but by their very es- 
sences, as he also says (ilid.). Therefore, since 
God is in our soul by His essence, it follows 
that He is scen by us in His essence. 

On the contrary, lt is written, Afan shall not 
see Me, and live (Exod. 33. 20), and a gloss 
upon this says: “In this mortal life God can be 
seen by certain images, but not by the species 
itself of His own nature.” 

I answer that, God cannot be seen in His es- 
sence by a mere human being, unless he be 
separated from this mortal life. The reason 1s, 
because, as was said above (A. 4), the mode of 
knowledge follows the mode of the nature of 
the knowing thing. But our soul, as long as we 
live in this life, has its being in corporeal mat- 
ter; hence naturally it knows only what has a 
form in matter, or what can be known in this 
way. Now it is evident that the divine essence 
cannot be known through the natures of ma- 
terial things. For it was shown above (AA. 2, 9) 
that the knowledge of God by means of any 
created likeness is not the vision of His essence. 
Hence it is impossible for the soul of man in 
this life to see the essence of God. This can he 
seen in the fact that the more our soul is ab- 
stracted from corporeal things, the more it is 
capable of receiving abstract intelligible things. 
Hence in dreams and withdrawals from the bod- 
ily senses divine revelations and foresight of 
future events are perceived the more clearly. It 
is not possible, therefore, that the soul in this 
mortal life should be raised up to the uttermost 
of intelligible things, that is, to the divine es- 
sence. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to Dionysius (Cel. 
Hier. iv),5 “a man is said in the Scnptures to 
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see God in the sense that certain figures are 
formed in the senses or imagination, according 
to some likeness representing in part the divin- 
ity.” So when Jacob says, J have seen God face 
to face, this does not mean the divine essence, 
but some figure representing God. And this is to 
be referred to some high mode of prophecy, so 
that God seems to speak, though in an imag- 
inary vision, as will later be explained (Part II- 
II., Q. CLXXIV, A. 3) in treating of the degrees 
of prophecy. We may also say that Jacob spoke 
thus to designate some exalted intellectual con- 
templation, above the ordinary state. 

Reply Obj. 2. As God works miracles in cor- 
poreal things, so also He does supernatural won- 
ders above the common order, raising the minds 
of some living in the flesh beyond the use of 
sense, even up to the vision of His own essence, 
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 26, 27, 28)§ 
of Moses, the teacher of the Jews,’ and of Paul, 
the teacher of the Gentiles. This will be treated 
more fully in the question of ecstasy (Part II- 
IT., Q. CLXXV, AA. 3, 4, 5, 6). 

Reply Obj. 3. All things are said to be seen 
in God, and all things are judged in Him, be- 
cause by the participation of His light we know 
and judge all things; for the light of natural 
reason itself is a participation of the divine 
light, as likewise we are said to see and judge of 
sensible things in the sun, that is, by the sun’s 
light. Hence Augustine says (Solilog. i, 8),° 
“The lessons of instruction can only be seen as 
it were by their own sun,” namely God. As 
therefore in order to sce something sensibly it is 
not necessary to sec the substance of the sun, 
so in like manner to see something intelligibly 
it is not necessary to see the essence of God. 

Reply Obj. 4. Intellectual vision is of the 
things which arc in the soul by their essence, as 
intelligible things are in the intelle ‘. And thus 
God is in the souls of the blessed; not in this 
way is Hc in our soul, but by presence, essence, 
and power. 


ARTICLE 12. Whether We Can Know God in 
This Life by Natural Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article: It 
seems that by natural reason we cannot know 
God in this life. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Consol. 
v)® that “reason does not grasp simple form.” 
But God is a supremely simple form, as was 
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shown above (Q. mr. A. 7). Therefore natural 
reason cannot attain to know Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, the soul understands nothing 
by natural reason without phantasms as is said 
in the book on the Soul.’ But there cannot be a 
phantasm of God in us, since He is incorporcal. 
Therefore we cannot know God by natural 
knowledge. 

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of natural 
reason belongs to both good and evil, since they 
have a common nature. But the knowledge of 
God belongs only to the good; for Augustine 
says (De Trin. i)? “This weak eye of the hu- 
man mind is not fixed on that excellent light un- 
less purified by the justice of faith.” Therefore 
God cannot be known by natural reason. 

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 1. 19), 
That which is known of God, namely, what can 
be known of God by natural reason, is manifest 
in them. 

I answer that, Our natural knowledge takes 
its beginning from sense. Hence our natural 
knowledge can go as far as it can be Jed by sen- 
sible things. But our mind cannot be led by 
sense so far as to see the essence of God, be- 
cause the sensible effects of God do not equal 
the power of God as their cause. Hence from 
the knowledge of sensible things the whole 
power of God cannot be known; nor therefore 
can His essence Le seen. But because they are 
His effects and depend on their cause, we can 
be led from them so far as to know of God 
whether He exists, and to know of Him what 
must necessarily belong to Him as the first 
cause of all things, exceeding all things caused 
by Him. 

Hence we know of His relationship with crea- 
tures that He is the cause of them all; also that 
creatures differ from Him, since He 1s not in 
any way part of what is caused by Him; and 
that creatures are not removed from Him by 
reason of any defect on His part, but because 
He superexceeds them all. 

Reply Obj. 1. Reason cannot reach up to sim- 
ple form so as to know what it is; but it can 
know whether it is. 

Reply Obj. 2. God is known by natural 
knowledge through the phantasms of His ef- 
fects. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the knowledge of God’s es- 
sence is by grace, it belongs only to the good, 
but the knowledge of Him by natural reason can 
belong to both good and bad; and hence Au- 
gustine says (Reéract. i),’ retracting what he 
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had said before:‘ “I do not approve what I 4 

in prayer, ‘God who willest that only the py 
should know truth.’ For it can be answered th: 
many who are not pure can know many truths, 
that is, by natural reason. \ 


Articte 13. Whether By Grace a Higher Knowl- 
edge of God Can Be Obtained Than by Natural 
Reason? 


We praceed thus to the Thirteenth Article: 
It seems that by grace a higher knowledge of 
God is not obtained than by natural reason. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (De Mystica 
Theol. i),5 that whoever is the more united to 
God in this life is united to Him as to one en- 
lirely unknown. He says the same of Moses, 
who nevertheless obtained a certain excellence 
by the knowledge conferred by grace. But to be 
united to God while not knowing of Him “what 
He is,” comes about also by natural reason. 
Therefore God is not more known to us by grace 
than by natural reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, we can acquire the knowl- 
edge of divine things by natural reason only 
through phantasms, and the same applies to the 
knowledge given by grace. For Dionysius says 
(Cel. Hier. i)® that “it is impossible for the di- 
vine ray to shine upon us except as screened 
round about by the many coloured sacred veils.” 
Therefore we cannot know God more fully by 
grace than by natural reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, our intellect adheres to God 
by the grace of faith. But faith does not seem 
to be knowledge; for Gregory says (Homul. 
xxvi, in Ev.)* that “things not seen are of faith, 
and not of knowledge.” Therefore there is not 
given to us a more excellent knowledge of God 
by grace. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says that God 
hath revealed to us by His Spirit, what none of 
the princes of this world knew (I Cor. 2. 10), 
namely, the philosophers, as the gloss ex- 
pounds.’ 

I answer that, We have a more perfect 
knowledge of God by grace than by natural rea- 
son. Which appears thus, The knowledge which 
we have by natural reason requires two things: 
phantasms received from the sensible objects, 
and the natural intelligible light, by whose 
power we abstract from them intelligible con- 
cepts. 

Now in both of these human knowledge is as- 
sisted by the revelation of grace. For the intel- 
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natural light is strengthened by the in- 
fon of gratuitous light. And sometimes also 

_'phantasms in the human imagination are 

inely formed, so as to express divine things 

tter than those do which we receive from sen- 

le things, as appears in prophetic visions; 
Vhile sometimes sensible things, or even voices, 
hre divinely formed to express some thing di- 
/vine, as in the Baptism, the Holy Ghost was 
seen in the shape of a dove, and the voice of 
the Father was heard, This is My beloved Son 
(Matt. 3. 17). 

Reply Obj. 1. Although by the revelation of 
grace in this life we cannot know of God “what 
He is,” and thus are united to Him as to one un- 
known, still we know Him more fully according 
as many and more excellent of His effects are 
demonstrated to us, and according as we at- 
tribute to Him some things known by divine 
revelation, to which natural reason cannot 
reach, as, for instance, that God is Three and 
One. 

Reply Obj. 2. From the phantasms either re- 
ceived from sense in the natural order, or di- 
vinely formed in the imagination, we have so 
much the more excellent intellectual knowledge, 
the stronger the intelligible light is in man; and 
thus through the revelation given by the phan- 
tasms a fuller knowledge is received by the in- 
fusion of the divine light. 

Reply Obj. 3. Faith is a kind of knowledge, 
in so far as the intellect is determined by faith 
to some knowable object. But this detcrmina- 
tion to one thing does not proceed from the vi- 
sion of the believer, but from the vision of Him 
who is believed. Thus, as far as faith falls short 
of vision, it falls short of the knowledge which 
belongs to science, for science determines the 
intellect to one thing by the vision and under- 
standing of first principles. 


QUESTION XIII 
THE NAMES OF GOD 
(In Twelve Articles) 


AFTER the consideration of those things which 
belong to the divine knowledge, we now proceed 
to the consideration of the divine names For 
everything is named by us according to our 
knowledge of it. 

Under this head, there are twelve points for 
inquiry. (1) Whether God can be named by us? 
(2) Whether any names applied to God are 
predicated of Him substantially? (3) Whether 
any names applied to God are said of Him liter- 
ally, or are all to be taken metaphorically? (4) 


Whether many names applied to God are syn- 
onymous? (5) Whether some names are applied 
to God and to creatures univocally or equivo- 
cally? (6) Whether, supposing they are applied 
analogically, they are applied first to God or to 
creatures? (7) Whether any names are applica- 
ble to God from time? (8) Whether this name 
“God” is a name of nature, or of the operation? 
(9) Whether this name “God” is a communi- 
cable name? (10) Whether it is taken univocally 
or equivocally as signifying God by nature, by 
participation, and by opinion? (11) Whether 
this name, “Who is,” is the supremely appropri- 
ate name of God? (12) Whether affirmative 
propositions can be formed about God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Any Name Is Suitable 
to God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that no name is sultable to God. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i)! that, “Of Him there is neither name, nor 
can one be found of Him”; and it is written: 
What is His name, and what is the name of His 
Son, if thou knowest? (Prov. 30. 4). 

Obj, 2. Further, every name is either abstract 
or concrete. But concrete names do not belong 
to God. since He is simple, nor do abstract 
names belong to Him, since they do not signify 
any perfect subsisting thing. Therefore no name 
can be said of God. 

Obj. 3. Further, nouns are taken to signify 
substance with quality; verbs and participles 
signify substance with time; pronouns the same 
with demonstration or relation. But none of 
these can- be applied to God, for He has no 
quality. nor accident, nor time; moreover, He 
cannot be felt, so as to be puinted out; nor can 
He be described by relation, since relations 
serve to recall a thing mentioneu before by 
nouns, participles, or demonstrative pronouns. 
Therefore God cannot in any way be named by 
US. 

On the contrary, It is written (Exod. 15. 3): 
The Lord ts a man of war, Almighty is Hts 
name, ~ 

I answer that, Since according to the Philos- 
opher,? words are signs of ideas, and ideas the 
likeness of things, it is evident that words re- 
late to the meaning of things signified through 
the medium of the intellectual conception. It 
follows therefore that we can give a name to 
anything in as far as it can be known by our in- 
tellect. Now it was shown above (q. XI, AA. 
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tz, 12} ‘that in this life we cannot see the es- 
sence of God; but we know God from creatures 
as their principle, and also by way of excellence 
and remotion. In this way therefore He can be 
named by us from creatures, yet not so that the 
name which signifies Him expresses the divine 
essence in itself, as for instance the name “man” 
expresses by its meaning the essence of man in 
himself, since it signifies the definition of man 
by declaring his essence. For the notion ex- 
pressed by the name is the definition. 

Reply Obj. 1. The reason why God has no 
name, or is said to be above being named, is 
because His essence is above all that we under- 
stand about God and signify in word. 

Reply Obj. 2. Because we know and name 
God from creatures, the names we attribute to 
God signify what belongs to material creatures, 
of which the knowledge is natural to us as we 
have said before (q. x11, A. 4). And because in 
creatures of this kind what is perfect and sub- 
sistent is composite, whereas their form is not 
a complete subsisting thing, but rather is that 
whereby a thing is, hence it follows that all 
names used by us to signify a complete sub- 
sisting thing must have a concrete meaning ac- 
cording as they belong to composite things. But 
names given to signify simple forms signify a 
thing not as subsisting, but as that by which a 
thing is; as, for instance, whiteness signifies 
that by which a thing is white. And as God is 
simple, and subsisting, we attribute to Him ab- 
stract names to signify His simplicity, and con- 
crete names to signify His subsistence and per- 
fection, although both these kinds of names fail 
to express His mode of being, since our intellect 
does not know Him in this life as He is. 

Reply Obj. 3. To signify substance with qual- 
ity 1s to signify the suppositum with a nature or 
determined form in which it subsists. Hence, as 
some things are said of God in a concrete sense 
to signify His subsistence and perfection, so 
likewise nouns are applied to God signifying 
substance with quality. Further, verbs and par- 
ticiples which signify time are applied to Him 
because His eternity includes all time. For just 
as we can apprehend and signify simple sub- 
sistences only by way of composite things, so 
we can understand and express simple eternity 
only by way of temporal things, because our in- 
tellect has a natural affinity to composite and 
temporal things. But demonstrative pronouns 
are applied to God as pointing out what is-un- 
derstood, not what is sensed. For we can only 
describe Him as far as we understand Him. 
Thus, according as nouns, participles and dem- 


onstrative pronouns. are applicable to God, so 
far ‘can He be signified by relative pronouns. 


Articie 2. Whether Any Name Can Be 
Applied to God Substantially? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that no name can be applied to God 
substantially. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fid. 
Ortk. i, 9):' “Everything said of God signifies 
not His substance, but rather shows forth what 
He is not; or expresses some relation, or some- 
thing following from His nature or operation.” 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i)?: “You will find a chorus of all the holy doc- 
tors addressed to the end of distinguishing 
clearly and praiseworthily the divine proces- 
sions in the denominations of God.” Thus the 
names applied by the holy doctors in praising 
God are distinguished according to the divine 
processions themselves, But what expresses the 
procession of anything does not signify any- 
thing pertaining to its essence. Therefore the 
names applied to God are not said of Him sub- 
stantially. 

Obj. 3. Further, a thing is named by us ac- 
cording as we understand it. But God is not un- 
derstood by us in this life in His substance. 
Therefore neither is any name we can use ap- 
plied substantially to God. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
vi)*: “The being of God is the being strong, or 
the being wise, or whatever else we may say of 
that simplicity whereby His substance is sig- 
nified.” Therefore all names of this kind signify 
the divine substance. 

ZI answer that, Negative names applied to 
God or signifying His relation to creatures 
manifestly do not at all signify His substance, 
but rather express the distance of the creature 
from Him, or His relation to something else, or 
rather, the relation of creatures to Himself. 

But as regards absolute and affirmative 
names of God, such as good, wise, and the like, 
various and many opinions have been given. 
For some have said that all such names, al- 
though they are applied to God affirmatively, 
nevertheless have been brought into use more 
to express some remotion from God rather than 
to place anything in Him. Hence they assert 
that when we say that God lives, we mean that 
God is not like an inanimate thing, and the 
same in like manner applies to other names; 
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and this was taught by Rabbi Moses.' Others? 
say that these names applied to God signify His 
relationship towards creatures; thus in the 
words, “God is good,” we mean, God is the 
cause of goodness in things; and the same rule 
applies to other names. 

Both of these opinions, however, seem to be 
untrue for three reasons. First because in 
neither of them can a reason be assigned why 
some names more than others are applied to 
God. For He is assuredly the cause of bodies in 
the same way as He is the cause of good things; 
therefore if the words “God is good,” signified 
no more than, ‘God is the cause of good things,” 
it might in like manner be said that God is a 
body, since He is the cause of bodies. So also to 
say that He is a body, takes away the notion 
that He is being in potency only as is prime 
matter. Secondly, because it would follow that 
all names applied to God would be said of Him 
by way of being taken in a secondary sense, as 
healthy is secondarily said of medicine, because 
it signifies only the cause of health in the ani- 
mal which primarily is called healthy. Thirdly, 
because this is against the intention of those 
who speak of God. For in saying that God lives, 
they assuredly mean more than to say that He 
is the cause of our life, or that He differs from 
inanimate bodies. 

Therefore we must hold a different doctrine 
—namely, that these names signify the divine 
substance and are predicated substantially of 
God, although they fall short of a full repre- 
sentation of Him. Which is proved thus. For 
these names express God so far as our intellects 
know Him. Now since our intellect knows God 
from creatures, 1t knows Him as far as crea- 
tures represent Him. Now it was shown above 
(q. Iv, A. 2) that God possesses beforehand in 
Himself all the perfections of creatures, being 
Himself absolutely and universally perfect. 
Hence every creature represents Him, and is 
like Him so far as it possesses some perfection; 
yet it represents Him not as something of the 
same species or genus, but as the excelling prin- 
ciple of whose form the effects fall short, al- 
though they derive seme kind of likeness to it, 
even as the forms of inferior bodies represent 
the power of the sun. This was explained above 
(Q. Iv. A. 3), in treating of the divine perfec- 
tion. Therefore these names signify the divine 
substance, but in an imperfect manner, even as 
creatures represent it imperfectly. 
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So when we say, “God is good,” the meaning 
is not, ‘‘God is the cause of goodness,” or ‘‘God 
is not evil,’ but the meaning is, “Whatever 
good we attribute to creatures pre-exists in 
God,” and in a higher way. Hence it does not 
follow that God is good because He causes 
goodness, but rather, on the contrary, He pours 
out goodness in things because He is good, 
according to what Augustine says,® “Because 
He is good, we are.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Damascene says that these 
names do not signify what God is, since by none 
of these names is perfectly expressed what He 
is, but each one signifies Him in an imperfect 
manner, even as creatures represent Him im- 
perfectly. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the signification of names, 
that from which the name is derived is different 
sometimes from what it is intended to signify, 
as for instance this name “stone” (/apis) is im- 
posed from the fact that it hurts the foot (edit 
pedem); but it is not imposed to signify that 
which hurts the foot, but rather to signify a cer- 
tain kind of body; otherwise everything that 
hurts the foot would be a stone. So we must 
say that these kinds of divine names are im- 
posed from the divine processions; for as ac- 
cording to the diverse processions of their per- 
fections, creatures are the representations of 
God, although in an imperfect manner, so like- 
wise our Intellect knows and names God ac- 
cording to each kind of procession. But never- 
theless these names are not imposed to signify 
the processions themselves, as if when we say 
“God lives,” the senses were, “life proceeds 
from Him,” but to signify the principle itself of 
things, in so far as life pre-exists in Ilim, al- 
though it pre-cxists in Him in a more eminent 
way than can be understood or signified. 

Reply O67 3. We cannot know the essence of 
God in this life, as He really is in Himself; but 
we know Him according as He is represented 
in the perfections of creatures; and thus the 
names imposed by us signify Him in that man- 
ner only. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Any Name Can Be Applied 
to God Properly? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that no name is applied properly to God. 
Objection 1. For all names which we apply to 
God are taken from creatures, as was explained 
above (A. 1). But the names of creatures are 
applied to God metaphorically, as when we say, 
God is a stone, or a lion, or the like. Therefore 
3’ Christian Docirine, 1, 32 (PL 34, 32). 
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names are applied to God in a metaphorical 
sense, 

Obj. 2. Further, no name can be applied liter- 
ally to anything if it should be withheld from it 
rather than given to it. But all such names as 
good, wise, and the like, are more truly with- 
held from God than given to Him, as appears 
from what Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. ii).} 
Therefore none of these names belong to God in 
their proper sense. 

Obj. 3. Further, corporeal names are applied 
to God in a metaphorical sense only, since He is 
incorporeal. But all such names imply some kind 
of corporeal condition, for their meaning is 
bound up with time and composition and like 
corporeal conditions. Therefore all these names 
are applied to God in a metaphorical sense. 

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide, ii), 
“Some names there are which express evidently 
the property of the divinity, and some which ex- 
press the clear (ruth of the divine majesty, but 
others there are which are applied to God figur- 
atively by way of similitude.” Therefore not all 
names are applied to God in a metaphorical 
sense, but there are some which are said of Him 
in their proper sense. 

I answer that, According to the preceding ar- 
ticle, our knowledge of God is derived from the 
perfections which flow from Him to creatures, 
which perfections are in God in a more eminent 
way than in creatures. Now our intellect appre- 
hends them as they are in creatures, and as it 
apprchends them it signifies them by names. 
Therefore as to the names applied to God, there 
are two things to be considered—namely, the 
perfections which they signify, such as good- 
ness, life, and the like, and their mode of sig- 
nification. As regards what is signified by these 
names, they belong properly to God, and more 
properly than they belong to creatures, and are 
applied primarily to Him. But as regards their 
mode of signification, they do not properly and 
strictly apply to God, for their mode of signifi- 
cation applies to creatures. 

Reply Obj. 1. There are some names which 
signify these perfections flowing from God to 
creatures In such a way that the imperfect way 
in which creatures receive the divine perfection 
is part of the very signification of the name it- 
self, as stone signifies a material being, and 
names of this kind can be applied to God only 
in a metaphorical sense. Other names, however, 
express these perfections absolutely, without 
any such mode of participation being part of 
their signification, as the words being, good, 
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living, and the like, and such names can be prop- 
erly applied to God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Such names as these, as Dio- 
nysius shows, are denied of God for the reason 
that what the name signifies does not belong to 
Him in the ordinary sense of its signification, 
but in a more eminent way. Hence Dionysius 
says also that God is “above all substance and 
all life.” 

Reply Obj. 3. These names which are applied 
to God properly imply corporeal conditions not 
in the thing signified, but as regards their mode 
of signification; but those which are applied to 
God metaphorically imply and mean a corporeal 
condition in the thing signified. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Names Applied to God Are 
Synonymous? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that these names applied to God are 
synonymous names. 

Objection 1. For synonymous names are those 
which mean exactly the same. But these names 
applied to God mean entirely the same thing in 
God; for the goodness of God is His essence, 
and likewise it is His wisdom. Therefore these 
names are entirely synonymous. 

Obj. 2. Further, if it be said these names sig- 
nify one and the same thing in reality, but differ 
in idea, it can be objected that an idea to which 
no reality corresponds is an empty idea. There- 
fore if these ideas are many, and the thing is 
one, it seems also that these ideas are ideas to 
no purpose, " 

Obj. 3. Further, a thing which is one in real- 
ity and in idea, is more one than what is one 
in reality and many in idea. But God is su- 
premely one. Therefore it seems that He is not 
one in reality and many in idea, and thus the 
names applied to God do not signify different 
ideas; and thus they are synonymous. 

On the contrary, All synonyms united with 
each other are redundant, as when we say,‘‘ves- 
ture clothing.” Therefore if all names applied to 
God are synonymous, we cannot properly say 
“good God,” or the like, and yet it is written, O 
most mighty, great and powerful, the Lord of 
hosts is Thy name (Jer. 32. 18). 

I answer that, These names spoken of God 
are not synonymous. This would be easy to un- 
derstand if we said that these names are used to 
remove or to express the relation of cause to 
creatures: for thus it would follow that there 
are different ideas as regards the diverse things 
denied of God, or as regards diverse effects con- 
noted. But even according to what was said 
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above (A. 2), that these names ‘signify the’ di- 
vine substance, although in an itmperfect man- 
ner, it is also clear from what has been said 
(AA. 1, 2) that they have diverse meanings. 
For the notion signified by the name is the con- 
ception in the intellect of the thing signified: by 
the name. But our intellect, since it knows God 
from creatures, in order to understand God, 
forms conceptions proportional to the perfec- 
tions flowing from God to creatures, which per- 
fections pre-exist in God unitedly and simply, 
while in creatures they are received divided and 
multiplied. As, therefore, to the different per- 
fections of creatures there corresponds one 
simple principle represented by different perfec- 
tions of creatures in a various and manifold 
manner, so also to the various and multiplied 
conceptions of our intellect there corresponds 
one altogether simple principle, according to 
these conceptions. Therefore, although the 
names applied to God signify one thing, still be- 
cause they signify that thing under many and 
different aspects they are not synonymous. 

Thus appears the solution of the First Objec- 
tion, since synonymous terms signify one thing 
under one aspect; for words which signify dif- 
ferent aspects of one thing, do not signify pri- 
marily and absolutely one thing, because the 
term only signifies the thing through the me- 
dium of the intellectual conception, as was said 
above. 

Reply Obj. 2. The many aspects of these 
names are not empty and worthless, for there 
corresponds to all of them one simple reality 
represented by them in a manifold and imper- 
fect manner. 

Reply Obj. 3. The perfect unity of God re- 
quires that what are manifold and divided in 
others should exist in Him simply and unitedly. 
Thus it comes about that He is one in reality, 
and yet many in idea, because our intellect ap- 
prehends Him in a manifold manner, just as 
things represent Him in a manifold way. 


ARTICLE. 5. Whether What Is Said of God and 
of Creatures Is Univocally Predicated of Them? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that what is said of God and creatures is 
said of them univocally. 

Objection 1, For every equivocal term is re- 
duced to the univocal, as many are reduced to 
one; for if the name dog be said equivocally of 
the barking dog, and of the dogfish, it must be 
said of some univocaly—namely, of all barking 
dogs; otherwise we proceed to infinity. Now 
there are some univocal agents which agree with 


their effects in name and definition, as man gen- 
erates man; and there are some agents which 
are equivocal, as the sun which causes heat, al- 
though the sun is hot only in an equivocal sense. 
Therefore it seems that the first agent to which 
all other agents are reduced is an univocal 
agent; and thus what is said of God and crea- 
tures is predicated univocally. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no likeness among 
equivocal things. Therefore as creatures have a 
certain likeness to God, according to the word 
of Genesis (1. 26), Let us make man to our 
image and likeness, it seems that something can 
be said of God and creatures univocally. 

Obj. 3. Further, “measure is homogeneous” 
with the thing measured as is said in the AZefo- 
physics.’ But God is the first measure of all 
beings, as it says in the same place. Therefore 
God is homogeneous with creatures, and thus a 
word may be applied univocally to God and to 
creatures. 

On the contrary, Whatever is predicated of 
various things under the same name but not in 
the same meaning is predicated equivocally. But 
no name belongs to God in the same meaning 
that it belongs to creatures; for instance, wis- 
dom in creatures is a quality, but not in God. 
Now a different genus changes a nature, since 
the genus is part of the definition; and the 
same applies to other things. Therefore what- 
ever is said of God and of creatures is predi- 
cated equivocally. 

2. Further, God is more distant from crea- 
tures than any creatures are from each other. 
But the distance of some creatures makes any 
univocal predication of them impossible, as in 
the case of those things which are not in the 
same genus. Therefore much less can anything 
be predicated univocally of God and creatures. 
And so only equivocal predicatio:: can be ap- 
plied to them. 

I answer that, Univocal predication is impos- 
sible between God and creatures. The reason of 
this is that e: ery effect which is not an adequate 
result of the power of the efficient cause re- 
ceives the likeness of the agent not in its full 
degree, but in a measure that falls short, so that 
what is divided and multiplied in the effects re- 
sides in the agent simply, and in the same man- 
ner; as for example the sun by the exercise of 
its one power produces manifold and various 
forms in all inferior things, In the same way, as 
said in the preceding article, all perfections of 
things which exist in creatures divided and mul- 
tiplied pre-exist in God unitedly. Thus, when 

1 Aristotle, x, x (1053%24). 


FIRST PART: Q, 13 ART: 6 6% 


any’ term expressing perfection i is applied to a 
creature, it signifies that perfection distinct in 
idea from other perfections; as, for instance, by 
this term wise applied to a man, we signify 
some perfection distinct from a man’s essence, 
and distinct from his power and being, and 
from all similar things; but when we apply it to 
God, we do not mean to signify anything dis- 
tinct from His essence, or power, or being. Thus 
also this term wise applied to man in some de- 
gree circumscribes and comprehends the thing 
signified; but this is not the case when it is ap- 
plied to God, but it leaves the thing signified as 
incomprehended, and as exceeding the significa- 
tion of the name. Hence it is evident that this 
term wise is not applied in the same aspect to 
God and to man. The same applies to other 
terms. Hence no name is predicated univocally 
of God and of creatures. 

Neither, on the other hand, are names applied 
to God and creatures in a purely equivocal 
sense, as some have said.! Because if that were 
so, it follows that from creatures nothing could 
be known or demonstrated about God at all, 
for the reasoning would always fall into the fal- 
lacy of equivocation. Such a view is as much 
against philosophy which proves many things 
about God as it is against what the Apostle 
says: The invisible things of God are clearly 
seen being understood by the things that are 
made (Rom. 1. 20). 

Therefore it must be said that these names 
are said of God and creatures according to anal- 
ogy, that is, according to proportion. Now 
names are thus used in two ways: either accord- 
ing as many things are proportionate to one, as 
for example healthy is predicated of medicine 
and urine in so far as each has an order and 
proportion to the health of the animal, of which 
the latter is the sign and the former the cause, 
or according as one thing is proportionate to an- 
other; thus healthy is said of medicine and ani- 
mal, since medicine is the cause of health in the 
animal. And in this way some things are said of 
God and creatures analogically, and not in a 
purely equivocal nor in a purely univocal sense. 
For we can name God only from creatures (A. 
1). Thus, whatever is said of God and creatures, 
is said according to the relation of a creature to 
God as its principle and cause, wherein all per- 
fections of things pre-exist excellently. 

Now this mode of community is a mean be- 
tween pure equivocation and simple univoca- 
tion. For in those things which are spoken of 
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analogically neither is there one notion, as there 
isin univocal things, nor totally diverse notions 
as in equivocal things; but a term which is thus 
used in a multiple sense signifies different pro- 
portions to some one thing; thus healthy ap- 
plied to urine signifies the sign of animal health, 
and applied to medicine signifies the cause of 
the same health. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although in predication the 
equivocal must be reduced to the univocal, still 
in actions the non-univocal agent must precede 
the univocal agent. For the non-univocal agent 
is the universal cause of the whole species, as 
for instance the sun is the cause of the genera- 
tion of all men. But the univocal agent is not 
the universal efficient cause of the whole species 
(otherwise it would be the cause of itself, since 
it is contained in the species), but is a particu- 
lar cause of this individual which it places under 
the species by way of participation. Therefore 
the universal cause of the whole species is not 
an univocal agent, and the universal cause 
comes before the particular cause. But this uni- 
versal agent while it is not univocal, neverthe- 
less is not altogether equivocal, otherwise it 
could not produce its own likeness; but it can be 
called an analogical agent, just as in predica- 
tions all univocal terms are reduced to one first 
non-univocal analogical term, which is being. 

Reply Obj. 2. The likeness of the creature to 
God is imperfect, for it does not'represent one 
and the same generic thing (0. Iv, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 3. God is not the measure :pro- 
portioned to things measured; hence it is not 
necessary that God and creatures should be in 
the same genus. . 

The arguments adduced in the contrary, 
prove indeed that these names are not predi- 
cated univocally of God and creatures, yet they 
do not prove that they are predicated equivo- 
cally. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Names Are Predicated Pri- 
marily of Creatures Rather Than of God? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that names are predicated primarily of 
creatures rather than of God. 

Objection 1. For we name anything accord- 
ingly as we know it, since names, as the Philos- 
opher says,’ are signs of ideas. But we know 
creatures before we know God. Therefore the 
names imposed by us are predicated PEmanny. 
of creatures rather than of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div, N om. 
i)’ that we name God from creatures. But 
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names transferred from creatures to God are 
said primarily of creatures rather than of God, 
as lion, stone, and the like. Therefore all names 
applied to God and creatures are applied prima- 
rily to creatures rather than to God. 

Obj. 3. Further, all names applied in common 
to God and creatures, “‘are applied to God as the 
cause of all things,” as Dionysius says (De 
Myst. Theol.).! But what is said of anything 
through its cause is applied to it secondarily; 
for “healthy” is primarily said of animal rather 
than of medicine, which is the cause of health. 
Therefore these names are said primarily of 
creatures rather than of God. 

On the contrary, It is written, J bow my 
knees to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, of 
Whom all paternity in heaven and earth ts 
named (Eph. 3. 14, 15); and the same applies 
to the other names applied to God and crea- 
tures. Therefore these names are applied pri- 
marily to God rather than to creatures. 

I answer that, In all names which are said of 
many in an analogical sense, they must all be 
said with reference to one thing, and therefore 
this one thing must be placed in the definition 
of them all. And since “the nature expressed by 
the name is the definition,” as the Philosopher 
says.’ such a name must be said primarily of 
that which is put in the definition of such other 
things, and secondarily to these others accord- 
ing to the order in which they approach more or 
less to that first. Thus, for instance, healthy ap- 
plied to animals comes into the definition of 
healthy applied to medicine, which is called 
healthy as being the cause of health in the ani- 
mal, and also into the definition of healthy 
which is applied to urine, which is called healthy 
in so far as it is the sign of the animal's health. 

Thus, all names which are said metaphorical- 
ly of God, are said of creatures primarily rath- 
er than of God, because when said of God they 
mean only likenesses to such creatures. For as 
smiling said of a field means only that the field 
in the beauty of its flowering is like to the 
beauty of the human smile according to the 
likeness of proportion, so the name of lion said 
of God means only that God manifests strength 
in His works, as a lion in his. Thus it is clear 
that as they are said of God the signification 
of names can be defined only from what is said 
of creatures. 

But to other names not said of God in a met- 
aphorical sense, the same rule would apply if 
they were spoken of God as the cause only, as 
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some have supposed.’ For when it is said, “God 
is good,” it would then only mean, “God is the 
cause of the creature’s goodness”; thus the 
term good applied to God would include in its 
meaning the creature's goodness. Hence good 
would apply primarily to creatures rather than 
God. But as was shown above (A. 2), these 
names are applied to God not as the cause only, 
but also essentially. For the words, “God is 
good,” or “wise,” signify not only that He is the 
cause of wisdom or goodness, but that these pre- 
exist in Him in a more excellent way. Hence as 
regards the thing which the name signifies, 
these names are applied primarily to God rather 
than to creatures, because these perfections 
flow from God to creatures; but as regards the 
imposition of the names, they are primarily ap- 
plied by us to creatures, which we know first. 
Hence they have a mode of signification which 
belongs to creatures, as said ahove (A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection refers to the im- 
position of the name. 

Reply Obj. 2. The same rule does not apply 
to metaphorical and to other names, as said 
above. 

Reply Obj. 3. This objection would be valid 
if these names were said of God only as cause, 
and not also essentially, for instance as healthy 
is applied to medicine. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Names Which Imply 
Relation to Creatures Are Predicated of 
God Temporally? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that names which imply relation to crea- 
tures are-not predicated of God temporally. 

Objection 1. For all such names signify the 
divine substance, as is universally held. Hence 
also Ambrose says (De Fide, i)* that “this 
name ‘Lord’ is a name of power,’ which is the 
divine substance; and Creation signifies the ac- 
tion of God, which is His essence. Now the di- 
vine substance 1s not temporal, but eternal. 
Therefore ihese names are not applied to God 
temporally. but eternally. 

Obj.'2. Further, that to which something ap- 
plies temporally can be described as made; for 
what is white temporally is made white. But to 
be made does not apply to God. Therefore noth- 
ing can be predicated of God temporally. 

Obj. 3. Further, if any names are applied to 
God temporally as implying relation to crea- 
tures, the same rule holds good of all things 
that imply relation to creatures. But some 
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names implying relation to creatures are spoken 
of God from eternity; for from eternity He 
knew and loved the creature, according to the 
word: J have loved thee with an everlasting 
love (Jer. 31. 3). Therefore also other names 
implying relation to creatures, such as Lord and 
Creator, are applied to God from eternity. 

Obj. 4. Further, names of this kind signify re- 
lation. Therefore that relation must be some- 
thing in God or in the creature only. But it can- 
not be that it is something in the creature only, 
for in that case God would be called “Lord” 
from the opposite relation which is in creatures; 
and nothing is named from its opposite. There- 
fore the relation must be something in God. But 
nothing temporal can be in God, for He is above 
time. Therefore these names are not said of God 
temporally. 

Obj. 5. Further, a thing is called relative from 
relation; for instance lord from lordship, and as 
white from whiteness, Therefore if the relation 
of lordship is not really in God, but only in idea, 
it follows that God is not really Lord, which 1s 
plainly false. 

Obj. 6. Further, in relative things which are 
not simultaneous in nature, one can exist with- 
out the other; as ‘‘a thing knowable can exist 
without the knowledge of it.’ as the Philoso- 
pher says.' But relative things which are said of 
God and creatures are not simultaneous in na- 
ture. Therefore a relation can be predicated of 
God to the creature even without the existence 
of the creature; and thus these names, ‘“‘Lord” 
and “Creator,” are said of God from eternity, 
and not temporally. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
v, 18),? that this relative appellation “Lord” be- 
longs to God temporally. 

I answer that, Certain names which import 
relation to creatures are said of God temporally, 
and not from eternity. 

To see this we must learn that some have 
said’ that relation is not a thing of nature, but 
of reason only. But this is plainly seen to be 
false from the very fact that things themselves 
have a natural order and relation to one an- 
other. Nevertheless it is necessary to know that 
since relation requires two extremes, it happens 
in three ways that a relation is real or logical. 
Sometimes from both extremes it is a thing of 
reason only, as when mutual! order or relation 
can be between things only in the apprehension 
of reason; as when we say the same thing is 


1 Categories, 7 (730). 2 Chap. 16 (PL 42, 922). 
3 Unnamed in Averroes, In Mete., Xu, comm. r9 (VI, 
300B). Cf. also St. Thomas, De Pot., Q. VII, A. 2. 


the same as itself. For reason apprehending one 
thing twice regards it as two; thus it appre- 
hends a certain relation of the same thing to it- 
self. And the same applies to relations between 
being and non-being which reason forms in so far 
as it apprehends, non-being as an extreme. The 
same is true of all relations that follow upon an 
act of reason, as genus and species, and the like. 

Now there are other relations which are 
things of nature as regards both extremes, as 
when for instance a relation exists between two 
things according to some reality that belongs to 
both, as is clear of all relations consequent upon 
quantity, such as great and small, double and 
half, and the like; for quantity exists in both 
extremes. And the same applies to relations con- 
sequent upon action and passion, as moving 
power and the moveable thing, father and son, 
and the like. 

Again, sometimes a relation in one extreme 
may be a thing of nature, while in the other ex- 
treme it is a thing of reason only; and this hap- 
pens whenever two extremes are not of one 
order; as for example sense and science refer 
respectively to sensible things and to knowable 
things which, in so far as they are realities exist- 
ing in nature, are outside the order of sensible 
and intelligible existence. Therefore in science 
and in sense a real relation exists, according as 
they are ordered to the knowing or to the sens- 
ing of things; but the things looked at in them- 
selves are outside this order, and hence in them 
there is no real relation to science and sense, 
but according to reason only in so far as the in- 
tellect apprchends them as terms of the rela- 
tions of science and sense. Hence, the Philoso- 
pher says‘ that they are called relative, not be- 
cause they are related to other things, but be- 
cause “others are related to them.” Likewise 
for instance, “on the right” is not applied to a 
column unless it stands as regards an animal on 
the right side, which relation is not really in the 
column but in the animal. 

Since therefore God is outside the whole 
order of creation, and all creatures are ordered 
to Him, and not conversely, it is manifest that 
creatures are really related to God Himself; 
in God however there is no real relation to crea- 
tures, but a relation according to reason only, 
in so far as creatures are referred to Him. Thus 
there is nothing to prevent these names which 
import relation to the creature from being predi- 
cated of God temporally, not by reason of any 
change in Him, but by reason of the change of 
the creature; as a column is on the right of an 
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animal without change in itself, but by the shift- 
ing of the animal. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some relative names are im- 
posed to signify the relative relations them- 
selves, as master and servant, father and son, 
and the like, and these are called relative ac- 
cording to being (secundum esse). But others 
are imposed to signify the things from which 
follow certain relations such as the mover and 
the thing moved, the head and the thing that 
has a head, and the like; and these are called 
yelative according to appellation (secundum 
dici). Thus, there must be considered the same 
twofold difference in divine names. For some 
signify the relation itself to the creature, as 
“Lord,” and these do not signify the divine sub- 
stance directly, but indirectly, in so far as they 
presuppose the divine substance; as dominion 
presupposes power, which is the divine sub- 
stance. Others signify the divine essence direct- 
ly, and consequently the corresponding rela- 
tions, as “Saviour,” “Creator,” and the like; 
and these signify the action of God, which is 
His essence. Yet both names are said of God 
temporally as to the relation they imply, either 
principally or consequently, but not as signify- 
ing the essence, either directly or indirectly. 

Reply Obj. 2. As relations applied to God 
temporally are not in God except according to 
reason, $0, to become, or to be made are not 
said of God except according to reason, with no 
change in Him, as for instance when we say, 
Lord, Thou art become [Douay, hast been] our 
refuge (Ps. 89.1). 

Reply Obj. 3. The operation of the intcllect 
and will is in the operator, and therefore names 
signifying relations following upon the action 
of the intellect or will are applied to God from 
eternity; but those following upon the actions 
proceeding according to our mode of thinking to 
external effects are applied to God temporally, 
as “Saviour,” “Creator,” and the like. 

Reply Obj. 4. Relations signified by these 
names which are said of God temporally are in 
God according to reason only, but the opposite 
relations in creatures are real. Nor is it incon- 
gruous that God should be denominated from 
relations really existing in the thing, yet so that 
the opposite relations in God should aiso be 
understood by us at the same time. in the sense 
that God is spoken of relatively to the creature, 
in so far as the creature is referred to Him; 
thus the Philosopher says! that the object is said 
to be knowable relatively because knowledge 
refers to it, 
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Reply 0b}. 5. Since God is related to the crea- 
ture for the reason that the creature is related 
to Him, and since the relation of subjection is 
real in the creature, it follows that God is Lord 
not according to reason only, but in reality; for 
He is called Lord according to the manner in 
which the creature is subject to Him. 

Reply Obj. 6. To know whether relations are 
simultaneous by nature or otherwise, it is not 
necessary to consider the order of things to 
which they belong but the meaning of the re- 
lations themselves. For if one in its idea includes 
another, and vice versa, then they are simul- 
taneous by nature; as for instance double and 
half, father and son, and the like. But if one in 
its idea includes another, and not vice versa, 
they are not simultaneous by nature. And this 
is the way science and the knowable thing are 
related; for the knowable thing is spoken of ac- 
cording to potency, and the science according to 
habit, or act. Hence the knowable thing in its 
mode of signification exists before science, but 
if the same thing js considered in act, then it 
is simultaneous with science in act; for the 
thing known is nothing unless it is known. Thus, 
though God is prior to the creature, still because 
the signification of Lord includes the idea of a 
servant and vice versa, these two relative terms, 
“Lord” and “‘servant,” are simultaneous by na- 
ture. Hence God was not “Lord” until He had a 
creature subject to Himself. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether This Name God Is a Name 
of the Nature? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that this name, God, js not a name of the 
nature. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. i)? that “God (@eds) is so called from 
Geety which means to take care of, and to cher- 
ish all things; or from at@ev, that is, to burn, 
for our God is a consuming fire; or from @cao- 
@at, which means to consider all things.” But all 
these names ! elong to operation. Therefore this 
name God signifies His operation and not His 
nature. » 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing is named by us as we 
know it. But the divine nature is unknown to 
us. Therefore this name God does not signify 
the divine nature. 

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide, i)* 
that God is a name of a nature. 

I answer that, That by which a name is im- 
posed and what the name signifies are not al- 
ways the same thing. For as we know the sub- 
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stance of a thing from its properties and opera- 
tions, so we name the substance of a thing some- 
times from its operation, or its property; for 
example, we name the substance of a stone from 
its act, as for instance that it hurts the foot 
(ledit pedem); but still this name is not meant 
to signify the particular action, but the stone’s 
substance. The things, on the other hand, known 
to us in themselves, such as heat, cold, white- 
ness, and the like, are not named from other 
things. Hence as regards such things the mean- 
ing of the name and its source are the same. 

Because therefore God is not known to us in 
His nature, but is made known to us from His 
operations or effects, we can name Him from 
these, as said in A. 1. Hence this name God is a 
name of operation so far as relates to the source 
of its meaning. For this name is imposed from 
His universal providence over all things, since 
all who speak of God intend to name God as ex- 
ercising providence over all; hence Dionysius 
says (Div, Nom. xii),' “The Deity watches 
over all with perfect providence and goodness.” 
But taken from this operation, this name God 
is imposed to signify the divine nature. 

Reply Obj. 1. All that Damascene says refers 
to providence, which is the source of the sig- 
nification of the name God. 

Reply Obj. 2. We can name a thing according 
to the knowledge we have of its nature from its 
properties and effects. Hence because we can 
know what the substance of stone is in itself 
from its property, this name “stone” signifies the 
nature of stone as it is in itself; for it signifies 
the definition of stone, by which we know what 
it is, for “the nature which the name signifies is 
the definition,” as is said in the Metaphysics? 
Now from the divine effects we cannot know 
the divine nature as it is in itself, so as to know 
what it is, but only by way of eminence, and by 
way of causality and of negation as stated above 
(Q. XU, A. 12). Thus the name God signifies the 
divine nature, for this name was imposed to 
signify something existing above all things, the 
principle of all things, and removed from all 
things; for those who name God intend to sig- 
nify all this. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether This Name God Is Com- 
municable? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
seems that this name God is communicable. 

Objection 1. For whosoever shares in the 
thing signified by a name shares in the name it- 
self. But this name God as we have said above 
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(A. 8) signifies the divine nature, which is cori- 
municable to others, according to the words, 
He hath given.us great [Vulg., most great] and 
precious promises, that by these we [Vulg., 
ye] may be made partakers of the divine nature 
(II Pet. 1. 4). Therefore this name God can be 
communicated to others. 

‘ Obj. 2. Further, only proper names are not 
communicable. Now this name God is not a 
proper, but an appellative noun, which appears 
from the fact that it has a plural, according to 
the text, J have said, You are gods (Ps. 81. 6). 
Therefore this name God is communicable. 

Obj. 3. Further, this name God comes from 
operation, as explained (A. 8). But other names 
given to God from His operations or effects are 
communicable, such as good, wise, and the like. 
Therefore this name God is communicable. 

On the contrary, It is written: They gave the 
incommunicable name to wood and stones 
(Wisd. 14. 21), in reference to the divine name. 
Therefore this name God is incommunicable. 

I answer that, A name is communicable in 
two ways, properly, and by likeness. It is prop- 
erly communicable in the sense that its whole 
signification can be given to many; by likeness 
it is communicable according to some part of 
the signification of the name. For instance this 
name “lion” is properly communicated to all 
things of the same nature as lion; by likeness 
it is communicable to those who participate in 
something lion-like, as for instance by courage, 
or strength, and those who thus participate are 
called lions metaphorically. 

To know, however, what names are properly 
communicable, we must consider that: every 
form existing in the singular suppositum, by 
which it is individualized, is common to many 
either in reality, or at least according to rea- 
son; as human nature is common to many in 
reality, and in idea; but the nature of the sun is 
not common to many in reality, but only in 
idea; for the nature of the sun can be under- 
stood as existing in many supposita, and the 
reason is because the mind understands the na- 
ture of every species by abstraction from the 
singular. Hence to be in one singular suppositum 
or in many is outside the idea of the nature of 
the species. So, given the idea of the nature of 
a species, it can be understood as existing in 
many. But the singular, from the fact that it is 
singular, is divided off from all others. Hence 
every name imposed to signify any singular 
thing is incommunicable both in reality«and 
idea, for the plurality of this individual thing 
cannot fall within the apprehension. Hence no 
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name signifying any individual thing is properly 
communicable to many, but only by way of 
likeness; as for instance a person can be called 
Achilles metaphorically, because he may possess 
something of the properties of Achilles, such as 
strength. 

On the other hand, forms which are indi- 
vidualized not by any suppositum, but by 
themselves, because they are subsisting forms, 
if understood as they are in themselves could 
not be communicated either in reality or in 
idea, but only perhaps by way of likeness, as 
was said of individuals. But because we are un- 
able to understand simple self-subsisting forms 
as they really are, but understand them after 
the mode of composite things having forms in 
matter, therefore, as was said in the first article 
(Ans. 2), we give them concrete names sig- 
nifying a nature existing in some suppositum. 
Hence, so far as concerns names, the same rules 
apply to names we impose to signify the nature 
of composite things as to names given by us to 
signify simple subsisting natures. 

Since, then, this name God is given to signify 
the divine nature as stated above (A. 8), and 
since the divine nature cannot be multiplied as 
shown above (Q. XI, A. 3), it follows that this 
name God is incommunicable in reality, but 
communicable in opinion, just in the same way 
as this name “sun” would be communicable ac- 
cording to the opinion of those who say there 
are many suns. Therefore, it is written: You 
served them who by nature are not gods (Gal. 
4. 8), and a gloss adds,! Gods not in nature, 
“but in human opinion.” Nevertheless this 
name God is communicable not in its whole 
signification, but in some part of it by way of 
likeness, so that those are called gods who share 
in divinity by likeness, according to the text, 
I have said, You are gods (Ps. 81. 6). 

But if any name were given to signify God 
not as to His nature but as to His suppositum, 
according as He is considered as “this some- 
thing,” that name would be in every way incom- 
municable; as, for instance, perhaps the name 
Tetragrammaton among the Hebrews; and this 
is like giving a name to the sun as signifying 
this individual thing. 

Reply Obj. 1. The divine nature is only com- 
municable according to the participation of 
some likeness. 

Reply Obj. 2, This name God is an appella- 
tive name, and not a proper name, for it sig- 
nifies the divine nature in the possessor, al- 
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though God Himself in reality is neither uni- 
versal nor particular. For names do not follow 
upon the mode of being which is in things, but 
upon the mode of being as it is in our knowl- 
edge. And yet it is incommunicable according 
to the truth of the thing, as was said above 
concerning the name sun. 

Reply Obj. 3. These names good, wise, and 
the like, are imposed from the perfections pro- 
ceeding from God to creatures; but they do not 
signify the divine nature, but rather signify the 
perfections themselves absolutely. and there- 
fore they are in truth communicable to many. 
But this name God is given to God from His 
own proper operation, which we experience con- 
tinually, to signify the divine nature. 


ArTICLE 10. Whether This Nume God Is Ap- 
plied to God Univocally, by Nature, by Partict- 
pation, and According to Opinion? 


We proceed thus tu the Tenth Article: It 
seems thut this name God 1s applied to God 
univocally by nature, by participation, and ac- 
cording to opinion. 

Objection 1. ‘or where a diverse signification 
exists, there is no contradiction of affirmation 
and negation; for equivocation prevents con- 
tradiction. But a Catholic who says: “An idol 
is not God,” contradicts a pagan who says: “An 
idol] is God.” Therefore God in both senses is 
spoken of univocally. 

Obj. 2. Further, as an idol is God in opinion, 
and not in truth, so the enjoyment of carnal 
pleasures js called happiness in opinion, and not 
in truth. But this name happiness is applied uni- 
vocally to this supposed happiness, and also to 
true happiness. Therefore also this name God is 
applied univocally to the true God and to God 
also in opinion. 

Ob;. 3. Further, names are c: ‘led univocal 
because they contain one notion. Now when a 
Catholic says: “There is one God,” he under- 
stands by the name of God an omnipotent be- 
ing, and «ic venerated above all, while the 
heathen understands the same when he says: 
“An idol is God.” Therefore this name God is 
applied univocally to both. 

On the contrary, That which is in the intel- 
lect is the likeness of what is in the thing as is 
said in Juferpretation2 But the word animal 
applied to a true animal and to a picture of 
one is equivocal. Therefore this name God ap- 
plied to the true God and to God in opinion is 
applied equivocally. 

Further, No one can signify what he does not 

2 Aristotle, 1 (16"5). 
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know. But the gentile does not know the divine 
nature. So when he says an idol is God, he does 
not signify the true Deity. On the other hand, 
a Catholic signifies the true Deity when he says 
there is one God. Therefore this name God is 
not applied univocally, but equivocally to the 
true God, and to God according to opinion. 

I answer that, This name God in the three 
above significations is taken neither univocally 
nor equivocally, but analogically. This is ap- 
parent for this reason. Univocal terms mean ab- 
solutely the same thing, but equivocal] terms 
absolutely different things; but in analogical 
terms a word taken in one signification must be 
placed in the definition of the same word taken 
in other senses; as, for instance, being which is 
applied to substance is placed in the definition 
of being as applied to accident; and healthy ap- 
plied to animal is placed in the definition of 
healthy as applied to urine and medicine. For 
urine is the sign of health in the animal, and 
medicine is the cause of health. 

The same applies to the question at issue. For 
this name God, as signifying the true God, in- 
cludes the idea of God when it is used to de- 
note God in opinion, or participation. For 
when we name anyone god by participation, we 
understand by the name of god something hav- 
ing likeness to the true God. Likewise, when 
we call an idol god, by this name god we under- 
stand that we are signifying something which 
men think is God; thus it is manifest that the 
name has different meanings, but that one of 
them is comprised in the other significations. 
Hence it is manifestly said analogically. 

Reply Obj. 1. The multiplication of names 
does not depend on the predication of the name, 
but on the meaning; for this name man, of 
whomsoever it is predicated, whether truly or 
falsely, is predicated in one sense. But it would 
be multiplied if by the name man we meant to 
signify different things; for instance, if one 
meant to signify by this name man what man 
really is, and another meant to signify by the 
same name a stone, or something else. Hence 
it is evident that a Catholic saying that an idol 
is not God contradicts the pagan asserting that 
it is God, because each of them uses this name 
God to signify the true God. For when the 
pagan says an idol is God, he does not use this 
name as meaning God in opinion, for he would 
then speak the truth, as also Catholics some- 
times use the name in that sense, as in the 
Psalm, All the gods of the Gentiles are demons 
(Ps. 95. 5). 

The same remark applies to the second and 


third Objections. For those reasons proceed 
from the different predication of the name, and 
not from its various significations. 

Reply Obj. 4. The term animal applied to a 
true and a pictured animal is not purely equivo- 
cal for the Philosopher! takes equivocal names 
in a wide sense, including analogous names; be- 
cause being also, which is predicated analogic- 
ally, is sometimes said to be predicated equivo- 
cally of different predicaments. 

Reply Obj. 5. Neither a Catholic nor a pagan 
knows the very nature of God as it is in itself, 
but each one knows it according to some idea 
of causality, or excellence, or remotion (Q. xu, 
A. 12), So the Gentile can take this name God in 
the same way when he says an idol is God as the 
Catholic does in saying an idol is not God. But 
if anyone should be quite ignorant of God alto- 
gether, he could not even name Him, unless, 
perhaps, as we use names the meaning of which 
we know not. 


ARTICLE 11. Whether This Name, He Who Is, 
Is the Most Proper Name of God? 


We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
seems that this name HE WHO IS is not the most 
proper name of God. 

Objection 1. For this name God is an incom- 
municable name, as we have said (A. 9). But 
this name HE WHO Is, is not an incommiunicable 
name. Therefore this name HE WHo Is is not 
the most proper name of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iii)? that “the name of good excellently mani- 
fests all the processions of God.” But it espe- 
cially belongs to God to be the universal prin- 
ciple of all things. Therefore this name good is 
supremely proper to God, and not this name HE 
WHO IS, 

Obj. 3. Further, every divine name seems to 
imply relation to creatures, for God is known 
to us only through creatures. But this name HE 
WHO IS imports no relation to creatures. There- 
fore this name HE WHO Is is not the most ap- 
plicable to God. 

On the contrary, It is written that when 
Moses asked, /f they should say to me, What 
is His name? what shall I say to them? the 
Lord answered him, Thus shalt thou say to 
them, HE WHO IS hath sent me to you (Exod. 
3. 13, 14). Therefore this name, HE WHo IS, 
most properly belongs to God. 

I answer that, This name, HE WHO IS, is most 
properly applied to God, for three reasons. 

First, because of its signification. For it does 


’ Calegorics, t (1®1), ? Sect. 1 (PG 3, 680). 


74 SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


not signify form, but being itself. Hence since 
the being of God is His essence itself, which can 
be said of no other (q. m1, A. 4), it is clear that 
among other names this one specially names 
God, for everything is denominated by its form. 

Secondly, on account of its universality. For 
all other names are either less universal, or, if 
convertible with it, add something above it at 
least in idea, hence in a certain way they inform 
and determine it. Now our intellect cannot know 
the essence of God itself in this life, as it is in 
itself, but whatever mode it applies in determin- 
ing what it understands about God, it falls 
short of the mode of what God is in Himself. 
Therefore the less determinate the names are, 
and the more universal and absolute they are, 
the more properly are they applied to God. 
Hence Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. 1)' that, 
“HE WHO Is, is the principal of all names ap- 
plied to God; for comprehending all in itself, 
it contains being itself as an infinite and inde- 
terminate sea of substance.” Now by any other 
hame some mode of substance is determined, 
whereas this name HE WHO Is determines no 
mode of being, but is indeterminate to all; and 
therefore it denominates the “infinite sea of 
substance.” 

Thirdly, from its consignification, for it sig- 
nifies being in the present, and this above all 
properly applies to God, “whose being knows 
not past or future,” as Augustine says (De Trin. 
Vv)? 

Reply Obj. 1. This name HE wHo Is is the 
name of God more properly than this name God 
both as regards its source, namely, being, and 
as regards the mode of signification and con- 
signification, as said above. But as regards the 
meaning intended by the name, this name God 
is more proper, as it is imposed to signify the 
divine nature; and still more proper is the 
Tetragrammaton, imposed to signify the sub- 
stance of God itself, incommunicable and, if 
one may so speak, singular. 

Reply Obj. 2. This name “good” is the princi- 
pal name of God in so far as He is a cause, but 
not absolutely; for being, considered absolutely, 
comes before the idea of cause. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is not necessary that all-the 
divine names should import relation te crea- 
tures, but it suffices that they be imposed from 
some perfections flowing from God to creatures. 
Among these the first is being itself, from which 
comes this name, HE WHO Is. 


1 Chap. 9 (PG 94, 834). 
2 Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 1, d. 8, chap. 1 (QR 1, 58); 
cf. Isidore, Etym., vit, x (PL 82, 261). 


Articte 12. Whether Affirmative Propositions 
Can Be Formed about God? 


We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article: It 
seems that affirmative propositions cannot be 
formed about God. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Cel Hier. 
ii)? that ‘“‘negations about God are true; but 
affirmations are vague.” 

Obj. 2. Further, Boethius says (De Trin. 
ii),‘ that “a simple form cannot be a subject.” 
But God is the most absolutely simple form, as 
shown (Q. mI, A. 7); therefore He cannot be a 
subject. But everything about which an affirma- 
tive proposition is made is taken as a subject. 
Therefore an affirmative proposition cannot be 
formed about God. 

Obj. 3. Further, every intellect is false which 
understands a thing otherwise than as it is. But 
God has being without any composition as 
shown above (Q. 111, A. 7). Therefore since every 
affirming intellect understands something as 
composite, it follows that a true affirmative 
proposition about God cannot be made. 

On the contrary, What is of faith cannot be 
false. But some affirmative propositions are of 
faith, as that God is Three and One, and that He 
is omnipotent. Therefore affirmative proposi- 
tions can he formed truly about God. 

I answer that, Affirmative propositions can 
be formed truly about God. To prove this we 
must know that in every true afhrmative propo- 
sition the predicate and the subject signify in 
some way the same thing in reality, and differ- 
ent things according to reason. And this ap- 
pears to he the case both in propositions which 
have an accidental predicate, and in those 
which have a substantial predicate. For it is 
manifest that “man” and ‘‘white” are the same 
in subject, and different in idea; ror the notion 
of man is one thing, and that of whiteness is an- 
other. The same applies when I say, “‘man is an 
animal,” since the same thing which is man is 
truly animai; for in the same suppositum there 
is sensible nature by reason of which he is 
called ¢nimul, and the rational nature by reason 
of which he is called man; hence here again 
predicate and subject are the same as to sup- 
positum, but different as to idea. But in proposi- 
tions where one same thing is predicated of it- 
self, the same rule in some way applies, since 
the intellect draws to the supposttum what it 
places in the subject; and what it places in the 
predicate it draws to the nature of the form 
existing in the suppositum, according to the 
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saying that predicates are taken formally, and 
subjects materially. To this diversity in idea 
corresponds the plurality of predicate and sub- 
ject, while the intellect signifies the identity of 
the thing by the composition itself. 

God, however, considered in Himself, is al- 
together one and simple, yet our intellect knows 
Him by different conceptions because it cannot 
see Him as He is in Himself. Nevertheless, al- 
though it understands Him under different con- 
ceptions, it knows that all its conceptions cor- 
respond to one and the same thing absolutely. 
Therefore the plurality of predicate and subject 
represents the plurality of idea and the intel- 
lect represents the unity by composition. 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius says that the affirma- 
tions about God are vague or, according to an- 
other translation, “incongruous,” in so far as no 
name can be applied to God according to its 
mode of signification. 

Reply Obj. 2. Our intellect cannot compre- 
hend simple subsisting forms, as they are in 
themselves; but it apprehends them according 
after the manner of composite things in which 
there is something taken as subject and some- 
thing that is inherent. Therefore it apprehends 
the simple form under the aspect of a subject, 
and attributes something to it. 

Reply Obj. 3. This proposition, “The intellect 
understanding anything otherwise than it is, 
is false,” can be taken in two senses, according 
as this adverb “otherwise” determines the word 
“understanding” on the part of the thing under- 
stood, or on the part of the one who under- 
stands. Taken as referring to the thing under- 
stood, the proposition is true, and the meaning 
is: Any intellect which understands that the 
thing is otherwise than it is, is false. But this 
does not hold in the present case, because our 
intellect, when forming a proposition about 
God, does not affirm that He is composite, but 
that He is simple. But taken as referring to the 
one who understands, the proposition is false. 
For the mode of the intellect in understanding 
is different from the mode of the thing in being. 
For it is clear that our intellect understands ma- 
terial things existing below itself in an imma- 
terial manner; not that if’ understands them to 
be immaterial things, but its manner of under- 
standing is immaterial. Likewise, when it un- 
derstands simple things which are above itself, 
it understands them according to its own mode, 
which is in a composite manner, yet not.so as to 
understand them to be composite things. And 
thus our intellect is not false in forming a com- 
posed proposition about God. 


| QUESTION XIV 
OF GOD’S KNOWLEDGE 
(In Sixteen Articles) 


HAvinG considered what belongs to the divine 
substance, we have now to treat of God’s opera- 
tion. And since one kind of operation remains 
in the operator, and another kind of operation 
proceeds to the exterior effect, we treat first of 
knowledge and of will (Q. xix) (for understand- 
ing is in the intelligent agent, and will is in the 
one who wills); and afterwards of the power af 
God which is considered as the principle of the 
divine operation as proceeding to the exterior 
effect (Q. xxv). Now because to understand is 
in a certain way to live, after treating of the di- 
vine knowledge, we consider the divine life (Q. 
xvii). And as knowledge concerns truth, we 
consider truth (q. xvr) and falsehood (q. xviz), 
Further, as everything known is in the knower, 
and the types of things as existing in the knowl- 
edge of God are called ideas, to the considera- 
tion of knowledge will be added the treatment 
of ideas (Q. xv). 

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen 
points for inquiry: (1) Whether there is knowl- 
edge in God? (2) Whether God understands 
Himself? (3) Whether He comprehends Him- 
self? (4) Whether His understanding is His 
substance? (5) Whether He understands other 
things besides Himself? (6) Whether He has a 
proper knowledge of them? (7) Whether the 
knowledge of God is discursive? (8) Whether 
the knowledge of God is the cause of things? 
(9) Whether God has knowledge of non- 
existing things? (10) Whether He has knowl- 
edge of evil? (11) Whether He has knowledge 
of individual things? (12) Whether He knows 
the infinite? (13) Whether He knows fu- 
ture contingent things? (14) Whether He 
knows enunciable things? (15) Whether the 
knowledge of God is variable? (16) Whether 
God has speculative or practical knowledge of 
things? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There 1s Knowledge 
in God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that there is not knowledge (scientia) 
in God. 

Objection 1. For knowledge is a habit, and 
habit does not belong to God, since it is the 
mean between potency and act. Therefore 
knowledge is not in God. | 

Obj. 2. Further, since science is about con- 
clusions, it is a kind of knowledge caused by 
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something else; namely, by the knowledge of 
principles. But nothing is caused in God. There- 
fore science is not in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, all knowledge is universal, or 
particular. But in God there is no universal nor 
particular (Q. xii, A. 9, Ans. 2). Therefore in 
God there is not knowledge. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says, O the 
depth of the riches of the wisdom and of the 
knowledge of God (Rom. 11. 33). 

I answer that, In God there exists the most 
perfect knowledge. To prove this, we must note 
that knowing beings are distinguished from 
non-knowing beings in that the latter possess 
only their own form, while the knowing being 
is naturally adapted to have also the form of 
some other thing; for the species of the thing 
known is in the knower, Hence it is manifest that 
the nature of a non-knowing (hing is more con- 
tracted and limited, while the nature of know- 
ing things has a greater amplitude and exten- 
sion; therefore the Philosopher says! that “the 
soul is in a certain way all things.’”’ Now the 
contraction of the form comes from the mat- 
ter. Hence, as we have said above (Q. vu, A. 
1, 2) forms according as they are the more 
immaterial, approach more nearly to a kind of 
infinity. Therefore it is clear that the imma- 
teriality of a thing is the reason why it is cog- 
nitive, and the mode of knowledge is according 
to the mode of immatcriality. Hence, it is said 
in the Soul? that plants do not know because of 
their materiality. But sense is cognitive be- 
cause it can receive species without matter, and 
the intellect is still further cognitive, because it 
is more “separated from matter and unmixed,” 
as said in the Soul.3 Since therefore God is in 
the highest degree of immateriality, as stated 
above (Q. VII, A. 1), it follows that He occupies 
the highest place in knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 1. Because perfections flowing 
from God to creatures exist in a higher state 
in God Himself (q. tv, A. 2), whenever a name 
taken from any created perfection is attributed 
to God, there must be separated from its sig- 
nification anything that belongs to that imper- 
fect mode proper to creatures. Hence knowledge 
is not a quality in God, nor a habit, but sub- 
stance and pure act. 

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever is divided and mul- 
tiplied in creatures exists in God simply and 
unitedly (o. x11, A. 4). Now man has different 
kinds of knowledge, according to the different 
things known. He has understanding as re- 

1 Soul, 11, 8 (43121). 231, 12 (424%32). 
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gards the knowledge of principles; he has sci- 
ence as regards knowledge of conclusions; he 
has wisdom, according as he knows the highest 
cause; he has counsel or prudence, according 
as he knows what is to be done. But God knows 
all these by one simple act of knowledge, as will 
be shown (A. 7). Hence the simple knowledge 
of God can be named by all these names, in 
such a way, however, that there must be re- 
moved from each of them, so far as they enter 
into the divine predication, everything that 
savours of imperfection; and everything that 
expresses perfection is to be retained in them. 
Hence it is said, With Him is wisdom and 
strength, He hath counsel and understanding 
(Job 12. 13). 

Reply Obj. 3. Knowledge is according to the 
mode of the one who knows, for the thing 
known is in the knower according to the mode 
of the knower. Now since the mode of the di- 
vino essence is higher than that of creatures, 
divine knowledge does not exist in God after the 
mode of created knowledge, so as to be uni- 
versal or particular, or habitual, or in potency, 
or existing according to any such mode. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Understands Him- 
self? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
secms that God does not understand Himself. 

Objection 1. For it is said by the Philoso- 
pher,’ “Every knower who knows his own es- 
sence, returns completely to his own essence.” 
But God does not go out from His own essence, 
nor is Fle moved in any way; thus He cannot 
return to His own essence. Therefore He does 
not know His own essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, to understand is in a certain 
way to suffer and to be moved, as the Philoso- 
pher says,” and knowledge also is a kind of as- 
similation to the object known; and the thing 
known 1s the perfection of the knower. But 
nothing is moved, or suffers, or is made perfect 
by itself, ‘ nor,” as Hilary says (De Trin. iii), 
“is a thing its own Jikeness.” Therefore God 
does not understand Himself. 

Obj. 3. Further, we are like God chiefly in 
our intellect, because we are the image of God in 
our mind, as Augustine says (Gen. ad. lit. vi).7 
But our intellect understands itself, only as it 
understands other things, as is said in the Soul.® 
Therefore God does not understand Himself, 
unless perhaps by understanding other things. 
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On the contrary, It is written: The things 
that are of God no man knoweth, but the Spirit 
of God (I Cor. 2. 11). 

I answer that, God understands Himself 
through Himself. In proof of this it must be 
known that although in operations which pass 
to an external effect the object of the operation, 
which is taken as the term, is something outside 
the operator, nevertheless in operations that re- 
main in the operator, the object signified as the 
term of operation, is in the operator; and ac- 
cording as it is in the operator, the operation is 
actual. Hence the Philosopher says,’ that the 
sensible in act is sense in act, and the intelligible 
in act is intellect in act. For the reason why we 
actually feel or know a thing is because our in- 
tellect or sense is actually informed by the sen- 
sible or intelligible species. And because of this 
only, it follows that sense or intellect is distinct 
from the sensible or intelligible object. since 
both are in potency. 

Since therefore God has nothing in Him of 
potentiality, but is pure act, His intellect and 
the thing understood are the same, so that He 
neither lacks the intelligible species, as is the 
case with our intellect when it understands in 
potency; nor is the intelligible species other 
than the substance of the divine intellect, as 
happens in our intellect when it understands ac- 
tually; but the intelligible species itself is the 
divine intellect itself. and thus God under- 
stands Himself through Himself. 

Reply Obj 1. Return to its own essence 
means only that a thing subsists in itself. For 
in so far as the form perfects the matter by 
giving it being, it is in a certain way diffused in 
it; and it returns to itself in so far as it has be- 
ing in itself. Therefore those knowing powers 
which are not subsisting but are the acts of or- 
gans, do not know themselves, as is clear in 
each of the senses; but those knowing powers 
which are self-subsisting, know themselves; 
hence it is said in De Causis*? that, “whoever 
knows his essence returns to it.” Now it su- 
premely belongs to God to be self-subsisting. 
Hence according to this mode of speaking, He 
supremely returns to His own essence, and 
knows Himself. 

Reply Obj. 2. To be moved and to suffer are 
taken equivocally, according as to understand 
is described as a kind of movement or passion, 
as stated in the treatise in the Sow.’ For to un- 
derstand is not a movement that is an act of 
something imperfect passing from one thing to 
another, but it is an act, existing in the agent it- 

1 Soul, 111, 2, 4 (426°16; 430%3). 


self, of something perfect. Likewise that the 
intellect is perfected by the intelligible thing, or 
is assimilated to it, belongs to an intellect which 
is sometimes in potency; because the fact that 
it is in potency makes it differ from the intel- 
ligible object and assimilates it to it through the 
intelligible species, which is the likeness of the 
thing understood, and makes it to be perfected 
by it, as potency is perfected by act. On the 
other hand the divine intellect, which is no way 
in potency, is not perfected by the intelligible 
object, nor is it assimilated to it, but is its own 
perfection, and its own intelligible object. 

Reply Obj. 3. Natural being does not belong 
to primary matter, which is a potentiality, un- 
less it is reduced to act by a form. Now our 
possible intellect has the same relation to intel- 
ligible things as primary matter has to natural 
things; for it is in potency as regards intel- 
ligible things just as primary matter is to natu- 
ral things. Hence our possible intellect can be 
exercised concerning intelligible things only so 
far as it Is perfected by the intelligible species 
of something; and in that way it understands 
itself by an intelligible species as it understands 
other things; for it is manifest that by know- 
ing the intelligible object it understands also its 
own act of understanding, and by this act knows 
the intellectual power. But God is a pure act in 
the order of existing things as well as in the 
order of intelligible things; therefore He under- 
stands Himself through Himself. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Comprehends Him- 
self? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that God does not comprehend Himself. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Octog. Tri. 
Quest. xv)‘ that “whatever comprehends itself 
is finite as regards itself.” But God is in all 
ways infinite. Therefore He does not compre- 
hend Himself. 

Obj. 2. If it be said that God is infinite to us 
and finite to Himself, it can be urged to the con- 
trary that everything in God is truer than it is 
in us. If therefore God is finite to Himself but 
infinite to us, then God is more truly finite than 
infinite, which is against what was laid down 
above (Q vii, A. 1). Therefore God does not 
comprehend Himself. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (zbid.)s 
“Everything that understands itself compre- 
hends itself.” But God understands Himself. 
Therefore He comprehends Himself. 
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I answer that, God perfectly comprehends 
Himself, which appears in this way. A thing is 
said to be comprehended when the end of the 
knowledge of it is attained, and this is accom- 
plished when it is known as perfectly as it is 
knowable; as, for instance, a demonstrable 
proposition is comprehended when known by 
demonstration, but not, however, when it is 
known by some probable reason. Now it is 
manifest that God knows Himself as perfectly 
as He is perfectly knowable. For everything is 
knowable according to the mode of its own ac- 
tuality, since a thing is not known according as 
it is in potency, but in so far as it is in act, as 
said in the Metaphysics! Now the power of 
God in knowing is as great as His actuality in 
existing, because it is from the fact that He is 
in act and free from all matter and potency, 
that God is cognitive, as shown above (AA. 1 
and 2), Hence it is manifest that He knows 
Himself as much as He is knowable, and for 
that reason He perfectly comprehends Himself. 

Reply Obj. 1. The strict meaning of compre- 
hension signifies that one thing holds and in- 
cludes another, and in this sense everything 
comprehended is finite, as also is everything in- 
cluded in another. But God is not said to be 
comprehended by Himself in this sense, as if 
His intellect were something apart from Him- 
self, and as if it held and included Himself; for 
these ways of speaking are to be taken by way 
of negation. For just as God is saidto be in Him- 
self because He is not contained by anything 
outside of Himself, so He is said to be com- 
prehended by Himself because nothing in Him- 
self is hidden from Himself. For Augustine 
says,? “The whole is comprehended when seen, 
if it is seen in such a way that nothing of it is 
hidden from the seer.” 

Reply Obj. 2. When it is said that God is fi- 
nite to Himself, this is to be understood accord- 
ing to a certain likeness of proportion, because 
He has the same relation in not exceeding His 
intellect as anything finite has in not exceed- 
ing finite intellect. But God is not to be called 
finite to Himself in this sense, as if He under- 
stood Himself to be something finite. 


ArTICLE 4. Whether the Act of God’s fxtellect 
Is His Substance? 
* We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the act of God’s intellect is not His 
substance. 

Objection 1. For to understand is an opera- 


1 Aristotle, 1x, g (1051831). 
3 Epist., CXLVI, 9 (PL 33, 606). 


tion. But an operation signifies something pro- 
ceeding from the operator. Therefore the act 
of God’s intellect is not His substance. 

Obj. 2. Further, When anyone understands 
himself to understand, this is to understand 
something that is neither great nor chiefly un- 
derstood, but secondary and accessory. If there- 
fore God be his own act of understanding, His 
act of understanding will be as when we under- 
stand our act of understanding, and thus God’s 
act of understanding will not be something 
great. 

Obj. 3. Further, every act of understanding 
means understanding something. When there- 
fore God understands Himself, if He Himself is 
not distinct from this act of understanding, He 
understands that He understands, and that He 
understands that He understands Himself, and 
so on to infinity. Therefore the act of God’s in- 
tellect is not His substance. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
vil),? “In God to be is the same as to be wise.” 
But to be wise is the same thing as to under- 
stand. Therefore in God to be is the same thing 
as to understand. But God’s being is His sub- 
stance, as shown above (qQ. I11, A 4). There- 
fore the act of God’s intellect is His substance. 

f answer that, It must be said that the act of 
God’s intellect is His substance. For if His act 
of understanding were other than His substance, 
then something else, as the Philusopher says,* 
in the Metaphysics, would be the act and per- 
fection of the divine substance, to which the 
divine substance would be related as potency 
is to act, which is altogether impossible. he- 
cause the act of understanding is the perfection 
and act of the one understanding. 

Let us now consider how this is. As was laid 
down above (A. 2), to understand is not an act 
passing to anything extrinsic; for it remains in 
the operator as his own act and perfection; as 
being is the perfection of the one existing. For 
just as being follows on the form, so in like 
manner to understand follows on the intelligible 
species. Now in God there is no form which is 
something other than His being, as shown above 
(q. 111, A. 4). Hence as His essence itself is also 
His intelligible species, it necessarily follows 
that His act of understanding must be His es- 
sence and His being. 

Thus it follows from all the foregoing that in 
God, intellect, and what is understood, and the 
intelligible species, and His act of understand- 
ing are entirely one and the same. Hence, when 

3 Chap. 2 (PL 42, 927); Bk v1, chap 4 (PL 42, 935). 
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God is said to be understanding, no kind of mul- 
tiplicity is attached to His substance. 

Reply O06], 1. To understand is not an opera- 
tion proceeding out of the operator, but remain- 
ing in him. 

Reply Obj. 2. When that act of understanding 
which is not subsistent is understood, something 
not great is understood, as when we under- 
stand our act of understanding; and so this 
cannot be likened to the act of the divine under- 
standing, which is subsistent. 

Thus appears the Reply to Obj. 3. For the act 
of divine understanding subsists in itself, and 
belongs to its very self and is not another’s. 
Hence it need not proceed to infinity. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether God Knows Things Other 
Than Himself? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that God does not know things other 
than Himself. 

Objection 1. For all other things but God are 
outside of God. But Augustine says (Ocfog. 
Tri. Quest., qu. xlvi)' that “God does not see 
anything out of Himself.” Therefore He does 
not know things other than Himself. 

Obj. 2. Further, the thing understood is the 
perfection of the one who understands. If there- 
fore God understands other things besides Him- 
self, something else will be the perfection of 
God. and will be nobler than He, which is im- 
possible. 

Obj. 3. Further, the act of understanding it- 
self has its species from the intelligible object, 
as is every other act from its own object. Hence 
the intellectual act is so much the nobler ac- 
cording as what is understood is nobler. But 
God is His own act of understanding. as appears 
from what was said before (A. 4) If therefore 
God understands anything other than Himself. 
then God Himself is specified by something else 
than Himself, which is impossible. Therefore 
He does not understand things other than Him- 
self. 

On the contrary, It is written: All things are 
naked and open to His eves (Heb. 4. 13). 

I answer that, God necessarily knows things 
other than Himself. For it is manifest that He 
perfectly understands Himself; otherwise His 
being would not be perfect, since His being is 
His act of understanding. Now if anything is 
perfectly known, it follows of necessity that its 
power is perfectly known. But the power of 
anything can be perfectly known only by know- 
ing to what its power extends. Since therefore 

1 PL 40, 30. 


the divine power extends to other things by the 
very fact that it is the first effecting cause of all 
things, as is clear from what we have said (Q. 
i, A. 3), God must necessarily know things 
other than Himself. And this appears still more 
plainly if we add that the very being of the first 
efficient causé—namely, God—is His own act of 
understanding. Hence whatever effects pre-exist 
in God, as in the first cause. must be in His act 
of understanding, and all things must be in Him 
according to an intelligible mode: for every- 
thing which is in another, is in it according to 
the mode of that in which it is. 

Now in order to know how God knows things 
other than Himself. we must consider that a 
thing is known in two ways: in itself, and in an- 
other. A thing is known in itself when it is 
known by the proper species adequate to the 
knowable object, as when the eye sees a man 
through the image of a man. A thing is seen in 
another through the species of that which con- 
tains it, as when a part is seen in the whole by 
the species of the whole, or when a man is seen 
in a mirror by the species in the mirror, or by 
any other mode by which one thing is seen in 
another, 

So we say that God secs Himself in Himself, 
because He sees Himself through His essence; 
and He sees other things not in themselves, but 
in Himself, because His essence contains the 
likeness of things other than Himself. 

Reply Obj. 1. The passage of Augustine in 
which it is said that God sees nothing outside 
Himself is not to be taken in such a way as if 
God saw nothing outside Himself, but in the 
sense that what is outside Himself He does not 
see except in Himself. as above explained. 

Reply Obj. 2. The thing understood is a per- 
fection of the one understanding not by its sub- 
stance, but by its species, according to which it 
is in the intellect, as its form and perfection, as 
is said in the book on the Souwl,* for “a stone 
is not in the soul, but its species.” Now those 
things which are other than God are understood 
by God in so far as the essence of Gad contains 
their species as above explained; hence it does 
not follow that there is any perfection of the 
divine intellect other than the divine essence. 

Reply Obj. 3. The intellectual act is not spec- 
ified by what is understood in another, but by 
the principal thing understood in which other 
things are understood. For the intellectual act 
is specified by its object in so far as the intel- 
ligible form is the principle of the intellectual 
operation, since every operation is specified by 

t Aristotle, m1, 8 (43229). 
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the form which is its principle of operation, as 
heating by heat. Hence the intellectual opera- 
tion is specified by that intelligible form which 
makes the intellect in act. And this is the spe- 
cies of the principal thing understood, which in 
God is nothing but His own essence in which all 
species of things are comprehended. Hence it 
does not follow that the divine act of under- 
standing, or rather God Himself, is specified by 
anything else than the divine essence itself. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether God Knows Things Other 
Than Himself by Proper Knowledge? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that God does not know things other than 
Himself by proper knowledge. 

Objection 1. For, as was shown (A. 5), God 
knows things other than Himself according as 
they are in Himself. But other things are in 
Him as in their common and universal first 
cause, and are known by God as in their first 
and universal cause. This is to know them by 
general, and not by proper knowledge. There- 
fore God knows things besides Himself by gen- 
eral, and not by proper knowledge. 

Obj. 2. Further, the created essence is as dis- 
tant from the divine essence, as the divine es- 
sence is distant from the created essence. But 
the divine essence cannot be known by the 
created essence, as suid above (9. XII, A. 2). 
Therefore neither can the created essence be 
known by the divine essence. Thus as God 
knows only by His essence, it follows that He 
does not know what the creature is in its es- 
sence, so as to know “what it is,” which is to 
have proper knowledge of it. 

Obj. 3. Further, proper knowledge of a thing 
can come only through its proper notion. But as 
God knows all things by His essence, it seems 
that He doves not know each thing by its proper 
notion, for one thing cannot be the proper no- 
tion of many and diverse things. Therefore God 
has not a proper knowledge of things, but a gen- 
eral knowledge; for to know things otherwise 
than by their proper notion is to have only a 
general knowledge of them. 

On the contrary, To have a proper knowledge 
of things is to know them not only in general, 
but as they are distinct from each othe: Now 
God knows things in that manner. Hence it is 
written that He reaches even to the division of 
the soul and the spirit, of the joints also and the 
marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and 
intents of the heart; neither ts there any crea- 
ture invisible in His sight (Heb. 4. 12, 13). 

I answer that, Some have erred on this point, 


saying that God knows things other than Him- 
self only in general, that is, only as beings.! For 
just as fire, if it knew itself as the principle of 
heat, would know the nature of heat, and all 
things else in so far as they are hot, so God, 
through knowing Himself as the principle of be- 
ing, knows the nature of being, and all other 
things in so far as they are beings. 

But this cannot be. For to know a thing in 
general and not in particular, is to have an im- 
perfect knowledge of it. Hence our intellect. 
when it is reduced from potency to act, ac- 
quires first a universal and confused knowledge 
of things, before it has a proper knowledge of 
them, as proceeding from the imperfect to the 
perfect, as is clear from the Physics? If there- 
fore the knowledge of God regarding things 
other than Himself is only universal and not 
special, it would follow that His act of under- 
standing would not be absolutely perfect ; there- 
fore neither would His being be perfect; and 
this is against what was said above (Q. 1v, A. 
1). We must therefore hold that God knows 
things other than Himself with a proper knowl- 
edge—not only in so far as being is common to 
them, but in so far as one is distinguished from 
the other. 

In proof of this we may observe that some 
wishing to show that God knows many things by 
one, bring forward examples, as, for instance, 
that if the centre knew itself, it would know all 
lines that proceed from the centre’; or if light 
knew itself, it would know all colours.! Now 
these examples although they are similar in part, 
namely, as regards universal causality, never- 
theless they fail in this respect, that multitude 
and diversity are caused by the one universal 
principle not as regards that which is the prin- 
ciple of distinction, but only as regards that in 
which they communicate. For the diversity of 
colours is not caused by the light only, but by 
the different disposition of the diaphanous me- 
dium which receives it; and likewise, the di- 
versity of tte lines is caused by their different 
position. Hence it is that this kind of diversity 
and multitude cannot be known in its principle 
by proper knowledge, but only in a general way. 
In God, however, it is otherwise. For it was 
shown above (Q. Iv, A. 2) that whatever per- 
fection exists In any creature, wholly pre-exists 

1 Unnamed in Averrocs, In Meta., XU, comm. 51 (VIM, 
337A). St. Thomas wrongly attributed this opinion to 
Averroes. Cf J Seni ,1, d. 35, Q. 1, A. 3. 

2 Aristotle, 1, 1 (18422). 

3 Cf. Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., pt. 1, n. 166 
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and is contained in God in an excelling manner. 
Now not only what is common to creatures— 
namely being—belongs to their perfection, but 
also what makes them distinguished from each 
other; as living and understanding, and the like, 
whereby living beings are distinguished from 
the non-living, and the intelligent from the non- 
intelligent. Likewise every form by which each 
thing is constituted in its own species, is a 
perfection; and thus all things pre-exist in God 
not only as regards what is common to all, but 
also as regards what distinguishes one thing 
from another. And therefore as God contains 
all perfections in Himself, the essence of God 
is compared to all essences of things not as the 
common to the proper, as unity is to numbers, 
or as the centre (of a circle) to the (radiating) 
lines, but as perfect acts to imperfect; as if I 
were to compare man to animal or six, a per- 
fect numoer, to the imperfect numbers con- 
tained under it. Now it is manifest that by a 
perfect act imperfect acts can be known not 
only in general, but also by proper knowledge; 
thus, for example, whoever knows a man, knows 
an animal by proper knowledge, and whoever 
knows the number six, knows the number three 
also by proper knowledge. 

As therefore the essence of God contains in 
itself all the perfection contained in the essence 
of any other thing, and far more, God can know 
in Himself all of them with proper knowledge. 
For the nature proper to each thing consists in 
some degree of participation in the divine per- 
fection. Now God could not be said to know 
Himself perfectly unless He knew all the ways 
in which His own perfection can be shared by 
others. Neither could He know the very nature 
of being perfectly unless He knew all modes of 
being. Hence it is manifest that God knows all 
things with proper knowledge, in their distinc- 
tion from each other. 

Reply Obj. 1. So to know a thing as it is in 
the knower, may be understood in two ways. In 
one way this adverb “so,” imports the mode of 
knowledge on the part of the thing known; and 
in that sense it is false. For the knower does 
not always know the thing known according to 
the being it has in the knower; for the eye 
does not know a stone according to the being 
it has in the eye, but by the species of the stone 
which is in the eye, the eye knows the stone ac- 
cording to its being outside the eye. And if any 
knower has a knowledge of the thing known ac- 
cording to the being it has in the knower, the 
knower nevertheless knows it according to its 
being outside the knower; thus the intellect 


knows a stone according to the intelligible being 
it has in the intellect, in so far as it knows that 
it understands, while nevertheless it knows what 
a stone is in its own nature. If however the 
adverb “‘so” be understood to import the mode 
(of knowledge) on the part of the knower, in 
that sense it is true that only the knower has 
knowledge of the thing known as it is in the 
knower; for the more perfectly the thing known 
is in the knower, the more perfect is the mode 
of knowledge. 

We must say therefore that God not only 
knows that things are in Himself, but by the 
fact that they are in Him, He knows them in 
their own nature and all the more perfectly 
the more perfectly each one is in Him. 

Reply Obj. 2. The essence of the creature is 
compared to the essence of God as the imperfect 
to the perfect act. Therefore the essence of the 
creature cannot sufficiently lead us to the knowl- 
edge of the divine essence, but rather the con- 
verse. 

Reply Obj. 3. The same thing cannot be taken 
in an equal manner as the notion of different 
things. But the divine essence excels all crea- 
tures. Hence it can be taken as the proper no- 
tion of each thing according to the diverse ways 
in which diverse creatures participate in, and 
imitate it. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Knowledge of God Is 
Discursive? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the knowledge of God is discursive. 

Objection 1. For the knowledge of God is not 
habitual knowledge, but actual knowledge. Now 
the Philosopher says:! “The habit of knowledge 
may regard many things at once; but actual 
understanding regards only one thing at a time.” 
Therefore as God knows many things, Himself 
and others, as shown above (AA. 2. 5), it seems 
that He does not understand all at once, but 
discourses from one to another. 

Obj. 2. Further, discursive knowledge is to 
know the effect through its cause. But God 
knows other things through Himself, as an 
effect through its cause. Therefore His knowl- 
edge is discursive. 

Obj. 3. Further, God knows each creature 
more perfectly than we know it. But we know 
the effects in their created causes, and thus we 
go discursively from causes to things caused. 
Therefore it seems that the same applies to 
God. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 

1 Topics, 11, 10 (11434). 
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xv),) “God does not see all things in their 
particularity or separately, as if He saw alter- 
nately here and there; but He sees all eHInE? 
together at once.” 

I answer that, In the divine knowledge here 
is no discursion, which appears as follows. In 
our knowledge there is a twofold discursion; 
one is according to succession only, as when we 
have actually understood anything, we turn 
ourselves to understand something else, while 
the other mode of discursion is according to 
causality, as when through principles we arrive 
at the knowledge of conclusions. The first kind 
of discursion cannot belong to God. For many 
things, which we understand in succession if 
each is considered in itself, we understand 
simultaneously if we see them tn some one 
thing; if, for instance, we understand the parts 
in the whole, or see different things in a mirror. 
Now God sees all things in one thing, which is 
Himself. Therefore God sees all things together, 
and not successively as we have held (A. 5). 
Likewise the second mode of discursion cannot 
be applied to God. First, because this second 
mode of discursion presupposes the first mode; 
for whosoever proceeds from principles to con- 
clusions does not consider both at once. Sec- 
ondly, because to discourse thus is to proceed 
from the known to the unknown. Hence it is 
manifest that when the first is known, the sec- 
ond is still unknown, and thus the second is 
known not in the first, but from the first. Now 
the term of discursive reasoning is attained 
when the second is seen in the first, by resolving 
the effects into their causes; and then the dis- 
cursion ceases. Hence as God sees His effects in 
Himself as in their cause, His knowledge is not 
discursive. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although there is only one act 
of understanding in itself, nevertheless many 
things may be understood in some one thing, 
as shown above. 

Reply Obj. 2. God does not know through 
the cause as though he knew the cause first 
and then previously unknown effects, but He 
knows the effects in the cause; and hence His 
knowledge is not discursive, as was shown 
above. 

Reply Obj. 3. God sees the effects of created 
causes in the causes themselves much better 
than we can, but still not in such a manner that 
the knowledge of the effects is caused in Him 
by the knowledge of the created causes, as is 
the case with us; and hence His knowledge is 
not discursive. 

1 Chap. 14 (PL 42, 1077). 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Knowledge of God Is 
the Cause of Things? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that the knowledge of God is not the 
cause of things. 

Objection 1. For Origen says, on Rom. 8. 30, 
Whom He calicd, them He also justified, etc.: 
“A thing will happen not because God knows it 
as future, but because it is future it is on that 
account known by God before it is made.” 

Obj. 2. Further, given the cause, the effect 
follows. But the knowledge of God is eternal. 
Therefore if the knowledge of God is the cause 
of things created, it seems that creatures are 
eternal. 

Obj. 3. Further, The thing known is prior to 
knowledge, and is its measure, as the Philoso- 
pher says.* But what is posterior and measured 
cannot be a cause. Therefore the knowledge of 
God is not the cause of things. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xv), “Not because they are, does God know all 
creatures spiritual and temporal, but because 
He knows them, therefore they are.” 

I answer that, The knowledge of God is the 
cause of things. For the knowledge of God is 
to all creatures what the knowledge of the ar- 
tificer is to things made by his art. Now the 
knowledge of the artificer is the cause of the 
things made by his art from the fact that the 
artificer works by his intellect. Hence the form 
of the intellect must be the principle of opera- 
tion, as heat is the principle of heating. Never- 
theless, we must observe that a natural form, 
being a form that remains in that to which it 
gives being, denotes a principle of action ac- 
cording only as it has an inclination to an 
effect; and likewise, the intelligible form does 
not denote a principle of action 1 so far as it 
resides in the one who understands unless there 
is added to it the inclination to an effect, which 
inclination is through the will. For since the in- 
telligible f{o.1m bas a relation to opposite things 
(since the same knowledge relates to opposites), 
it wouN not produce a determinate effect un- 
less it were determined to one thing by the ap- 
petite, as the Philosopher says.5 Now it is mani- 
fest that God causes things by His intellect, 
since His being is His act of understanding, and 
so His knowledge must be the cause of things, 
in so far as His will is joined to it. Hence the 


2 Bk. vi (PG 14, 1126). 
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knowledge of God as the ‘cause of things is 
usually called the knowledge of approbation. 

Reply Obj. 1. Origen spoke in reference to 
that aspect of knowledge to which the idea 
of causality does not belong unless the will is 
joined to it, as is said above. 

But when he says the reason why God fore- 
knows some things is because they are future, 
this must be understood according to the cause 
of consequence, and not according to the cause 
of being. For if things are in the future, it fol- 
lows that God knows them, but not that the 
futurity of things is the cause why God knows 
them. 

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of God is the 
cause of things according as things are in His 
knowledge. Now that things should be eternal 
was not in the knowledge of God; hence al- 
though the knowledge of God is eternal, it does 
not follow that creatures are eternal. 

Reply Obj. 3. Natural things are midway be- 
tween the knowledge of God and our knowl- 
edge, for we receive knowledge from natural 
things, of which God is the cause by His knowl- 
edge. Hence, as the natural things of knowledge 
are prior to our knowledge, and are its measure. 
so, the knowledge of God is prior to natural 
things, and is the measure of them; as, for in- 
stance, a house is midway between the knowl- 
edge of the builder who made it and the knowl- 
edge of the one who gathers his knowledge of 
the house from the house already built. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether God Hus Knowledge of 
Things That Are Not? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
seems that God has knowledge of beings only. 

Objection 1. For the knowledge of God is of 
true things. But truth and heing are convertible 
terms. Therefore the knowledge of God is not 
of things that are not. 

Obj. 2. Further, knowledge requires likeness 
between the knower and the.thing known. But 
those things that are not cannot have any like- 
ness to God, Who is being itself. Therefore what 
is not cannot be known by God. 

Obj, 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the 
cause of what is known by Him. But it is not 
the cause of things that are not, because a thing 
that is not has no cause. Therefore God has no 
knowledge of things that are not. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says: Who... 
calleth those things that are not as those that 
are (Rom. 4. 17). 

I answer that, God knows all things whatso- 
ever that in any way are. Now it is possible that 


things that are not: absolutely, should be in a 
certain sense. For things absolutely are which 
are in act, while things which are not in act are 
in the power either of God Himself or of a crea- 
ture, whether in active power, or passive; 
whether in power of thought or of imagination, 
or of any other manner of meaning whatsoever. 
Whatever therefore can be made, or thought, 
or said by the creature, as also whatever He 
Himself can do, all are known to God, although 
they are not actual. And in so far it can be said 
that He has knowledge even of things that are 
not, 

Now a certain difference is to be noted in the 
consideration of those things that are not ac- 
tual. For though some of them may not be in 
act now, still they were, or they will be, and 
God is said to know all these with the knowl- 
edge of vision; for since God’s act of under- 
standing, which is His being, is measured by 
eternity, and since eternity is without succes- 
sion, comprehending all time, the present glance 
of God extends over all time, and to all things 
which exist in any time, as to subjects present 
to Him. But there are other things in God's 
power, or the creature’s, which nevertheless are 
not, nor will be, nor were; and as regards these 
He is said to have the knowledge, not of vision, 
but of simple intelligence. This is so called be- 
cause the things we see around us have distinct 
being outside the seer. 

Reply Obj. 1. Those things that are not ac- 
tual are true in so far as they are in potency. 
for it is true that they are in potency; and as 
such they are known by God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since God is being itself every- 
thing exists in su far as it participates in the 
likeness of God, just as everything is hot in so 
far as it participates in heat. So also, things in 
potency are known by God, although they are 
not in act. 

Repiy Obj. 3. The knowledge of God when it 
is joined to His will is the cause of things. 
Hence it is not necessary that whatever God 
knows. is, or was, or will be, but only what He 
wills to be, or permits to be. Further, it is in 
the knowledge of God not that they are, but 
that they are possible. 


ARTICLE 10. Whether God Knows Evil Things? 


We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that God does not know evil things. 
Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
the intellect which is not in potency does not 
know privation, But evil is “the privation of 
1 Soul, 111, 6 (43023). 
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good,” as Augustine says.! Therefore, as the in- 
tellect of God is never in potency but is always 
in act, as is clear from the foregoing (A. 2), it 
seems that God does not know evil things. 

Obj. 2. Further, all knowledge is either the 
cause of the thing known, or Is caused by it. But 
the knowledge of God is not the cause of evil, 
nor is it caused by evil. Therefore God does not 
know evil things. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything known is known 
either by its likeness, or by its opposite. But 
whatever God knows, He knows through His 
essence, as 1s clear from the foregoing (AA. 2, 
5). Now the divine essence neither is the like- 
ness of evil. nor is evil contrary to it, for to the 
divine essence there is no contrary, as Augus- 
tine says.’ Therefore God docs not know evil 
things. 

Obj. 4. Further, what is known through an- 
other and not through itself is imperfectly 
known. But evil is not known by God through 
itself, because otherwise evil would be in God, 
for the thing known must be in the knower. 
Therefore if evil is known through another, 
namely, through good, it would be known by 
Him imperfectly, which cannot be, for the 
knowledge of God is not imperfect. Therefore 
God does not know evil things. 

On the contrary, lt is written (Prov. 15. 11), 
Hell and destruction are before God (Vulg., 
the Lord). 

J answer that, Whoever knows a thing per- 
fectly must know all that can happen to it. Now 
there are some good things to which corrup- 
tion by evil may happen. Hence God would not 
know good things perfectly unless He also 
knew evil things. Now a thing is knowable in 
the degree in which it is; hence, since this is the 
being of evil that it is the privation of good, by 
the very fact that God knows good things Fle 
knows evil things also, just as by light is known 
darkness. Hence Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vil)®: “God through Himself receives the vi- 
sion of darkness, not otherwise seeing darkness 
except through light.” 

Reply Obj. 1. The saying of the Philosopher 
must be understood as meaning that the intel- 
lect which is not in potency does not know pri- 
vation by privation existing in it; a3 this 
agrees with what he had said previously, that 
a point and every indivisible thing are known 
by privation of division. This is because simple 
and indivisible forms are in our intellect not ac- 

1 Confessions, ut, 12 (PL 32. 688). 


2 City of God, xn, 2 (PL 41, 350). 
8 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 860). 


tually, but only in potency; for were they actu- 
ally in our intellect, they would not be known 
by privation. It is thus that simple things are 
known by separate substances. God therefore 
knows evil not by privation existing in Himsclf, 
but by the opposite good. 

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of God is not 
the cause of evil, but is the cause of the good by 
which evil is known. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although evil is not opposed to 
the divine essence, which is not corruptible by 
evil, it is opposed to the effects of God, which 
He knows by His essence; and knowing them, 
He knows the opposite evils. 

Reply Obj. 4. To know a thing by some- 
thing else only belongs to imperfect knowledge 
if that thing is of itself knowable; but evil is not 
of itself knowable, because the very notion of 
evil means the privation of good. Therefore evil 
can neither be defined nor known except by 
good. 


ARTICLE 11. Whether God Knows Singular 
Things? 

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
seems that God does not know singular things. 

Objection 1. For the divine intellect is more 
immaterial than the human intellect. Now the 
human intellect by reason of its Immateriality 
does not know singular things, but as the Phi- 
losopher says,‘ “Reason has to do with univer- 
sals, sense with singular things.” Therefore God 
does not know singular things. 

Obj. 2. Further, in us those powers alone 
know the singular which reccive the species not 
abstracted from material conditions. But in God 
things are in the highest degree abstracted from 
all materiality. Therefore God does not know 
singular things. 

Obj. 3. Further, all knowledg: is through 
some likeness. But the likeness of singular 
things in so far as they are singular does not 
seem to be in God; for the principle of singular- 
ity is matte”, which, since it is being in potency 
only, is altogether unlike God, Who is pure act. 
Therefore God cannot know singular things. 

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 16. 2), 
All the ways of a man are open to His eyes. 

I answer that, God knows singular things. 
For all perfections found in creatures pre-exist 
in God in a higher way,as is clear from the fore- 
going (Q. Iv, A. 2). Now to know singular 
things is part of our perfection. Hence God 
must know singular things. Even the Philoso- 
pher considers it incongruous that anything 

# Soul, 11, 5 (41722). 
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known by us should be unknown to God: and 
thus against Empedocles he argues! that “God 
would be most ignorant if He did not know dis- 
cord.” Now the perfections which are divided 
among inferior beings exist simply and unitedly 
in God; hence, although by one power we 
know the universal and immaterial, and by an- 
other we know singular. and material things, 
nevertheless God knows both by His simple in- 
tellect. 

Now some, wishing to show how this can be, 
said that God knows singular things by uni- 
versa] causes.* For nothing exists in any singu- 
lar thing that does not arise from some uni- 
versal cause. They give the example of an as- 
trologer who knows all the universal move- 
ments of the heavens, and can thence foretell all 
eclipses that are to come. This, however, is not 
enough, for singular things from universal caus- 
es attain to certain forms and powers which, 
however they may be joined together, are not 
individualized except by individual matter. 
Hence he who knows Socrates because he is 
white, or because he is the son of Sophroniscus, 
or because of something of that kind, would not 
know him in so far as he is this particular man. 
Hence according to the foregoing mode, God 
would not know singular things in their singu- 
larity. 

On the other hand, others have said’ that God 
knows singular things by the application of 
universal causes to particular effects. But this 
means nothing, because no one can apply a 
thing to another unless he first knows that 
thing; hence the said application cannot be the 
reason of knowing the particular, for it presup- 
poses the knowledge of singular things. 

Therefore it must be said otherwise, that, 
since God is the cause of things by His knowl- 
edge, as stated above (A. 8), His knowledge ex- 
tends as far as His causality extends. Hence as 
the active power of God extends not only to 
forms, which are the source of universality, but 
also to matter, as we shall prove further on (Q. 
XLIV, A. 2), the knowledge of God must extend 
to singular things, which are individualized by 
matter. For since He knows things other than 
Himself by His essence, as being the likeness of 
things, or as their active principle, His essence 
must be the sufficing principle of knowing all 
things made by Him, not only in the universal, 
but also in the singular. The same would apply 

1 Soul, 1, 5 (4104); Metaphysics, 111, 4 (1000°3). 

2 Cf. Averroes, Dest. Dest., disp. v1 (1x,85F); ef. also 
Algazel, Metaph., tr. mu, sent. 5 (MK 71.16); Avicen- 
na, Meta ph., vit, 6 (100rb). 

3 Cf. Averroes, Dest. Dest., disp. 6 (1x, 85M). 


to the knowledge of the artificer, if it were pro- 
ductive of the whole thing, and not only of the 
form. 

Reply Obj. 1. Our intellect abstracts the in- 
telligible species from the individualizing prin- 
ciples; hence the intelligible species in our in- 
tellect cannot be the likeness of the individual 
principles, and on that account our intellect 
does not know the singular. But the intelligible 
species in the divine intellect, which is the es- 
sence of God, Is immaterial not by abstraction 
but of itself, being the principle of all the prin- 
ciples which enter into the composition of 
things, whether principles of the species or prin- 
ciples of the individual. Hence by it God knows 
not only universal, but also singular things. 

Reply 0b}. 2. Although as regards the species 
in the divine intellect, its being has no material 
conditions like the species received in the imag- 
ination and sense, yet its power extends to both 
immaterial and material things. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although matter as regards its 
potentiality recedes from likeness to God. yet, 
even in so far as it has being jn this way, it re- 
tains a certain likeness to the divine being. 


ARTICLE 12. Whether God Can Know Infinite 
Things? 

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article: It 
seems that God cannot know infinite things. 

Objection 1. For the infinite, as such, is un- 
known; since the infinite is that which, “to 
those who measure it, leaves always something 
more to be measured,” as the Philosopher says.‘ 
Moreover, Augustine says’ that ‘‘whatever is 
comprehended by knowledge is bounded by the 
comprehension of the knower.” Now infinite 
things have no boundary. Therefore they cannot 
be comprehended by the knowledge of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, if we say that things infinite 
in themselves are finite in God's knowledge, 
against this it may be urged that the essence of 
the infinite is that it is untraversable, and the 
finite that it is traversable, as said in the PAys- 
ics. But the infinite is not traversable either 
by the finite or by the infinite, as is proved in 
Physics.". Therefore the infinite cannot be 
bounded by the finite, nor even by the infinite. 
And so the infinite cannot be finite in God’s 
knowledge, which is infinite. 

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the 
measure of what is known. But it 1s contrary to 


4 Physics, wt, 6 (207°7). 
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the notion of the infinite that it be measured. 
Therefore infinite things cannot be known by 
God. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,) “Although 
we cannot number the infinite, nevertheless it 
can be comprehended by Him whose knowledge 
has no bounds.” 

I answer that, Since God knows not only 
things which are in act but also things in the 
power of Himself or created things, as shown 
above (A. 9), and as these must be infinite, it 
must be held that He knows infinite things. Al- 
though the knowledge of vision which is only of 
things that are, or will be, or were, 1s not of in- 
finite things, as some say.” (for we do not say 
that the world existed from eternity, nor that 
generation and movement will go on for ever, 
so that individuals be infinitely multiplied), 
yet, if we consider more attentively, we must 
hold that God knows infinite things even by the 
knowledge of vision. For God knows even the 
thoughts and affections of hearts, which will be 
multiplied to infinity as rational creatures en- 
dure for ever. 

The reason of this is to be found in the fact 
that the knowledge of every knuower is meas- 
ured by the mode of the form which is the prin- 
ciple of knowledge. For the sensible species in 
sense is the likeness of only one individual 
thing, and can give the knowledge of only one 
individual. But the intelligible species of our in- 
tellect is the likeness of the thing as regards the 
nature of the species, which can be shared in by 
infinite particulars. Hence our intellect by the 
intelligible specics of man in a certain way 
knows infinite men—not however as distin- 
guished from each other. but as communicating 
in the nature of the species; and the reason is 
because the intelligible species of our intellect 
is the likeness of man not as to the individual 
orinciples, but as to the principles of the spe- 
cies. On the other hand, the divine essence, 
whereby the divine intellect understands, is a 
sufficing likeness of all things that are, or can be, 
not only as regards the common principles, but 
also as regards the principles proper to each 
one, as shown above (A. 11). Hence it follows 
that the knowledge of God extends to infinite 
things, even as distinct from each other. 

Reply Obj. 1. “The idea of the infinite per- 
tains to quantity,” as the Philosopher says.* But 
the idea of quantity implies the order of parts. 
Therefore to know the infinite according to the 


1 City of God, x11. 18 (PL 41, 368). 
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mode of the infinite is to know part after part; 
and in this way the infinite cannot be known, 
for whatever quantity of parts be taken, there 
will always remain something else outside. But 
God does not know the infinite or infinite things 
as if He enumerated part after part, since He 
knows all things simultaneously, and not suc- 
cessively, as said above (A. 7). Hence there is 
nothing to prevent Him from knowing infinite 
things. 

Reply Obj. 2. Transition imports a certain 
succession of parts, and hence it is that the in- 
finite cannot be traversed by the finite, nor by 
the infinite. But equality suffices for compre- 
hension, because that is said to be comprehend- 
ed which has nothing outside the comprehender. 
Hence, it is not against the idea of the infinite 
to be comprehended by the infinite. And so, 
what is infinite in itself can be called finite to 
the knowledge of God as comprehended; but 
not as if it were traversable. 

Reply Obj. 3. The knowledge of God is the 
measure of things, not quantitatively, for the 
infinite does not have this kind of measure, but 
because it measures the essence and truth of 
things. For everything has truth of nature ac- 
cording to the degree in which it imitates the 
knowledge of God. as the thing made by art 
agrees with the art. Granted, however, an actu- 
ally infinite number of things, for instance, an 
infinitude of men, or an infinitude in continuous 
quantity, as an infinitude of air, as some of the 
ancients held.4 yet it is manifest that these 
would have a determinate and finite being. be- 
cause their being would be limited to some de- 
terminate nature. Hence they would be meas- 
urable as regards the knowledge of God. 


ARTICLE 13. Whether the Knowledge of God Is 
of Future Contingent Things? 

We proceed thus to the Thirteenth Article: It 
seems that the knowledge of God is not of fu- 
ture contingent things. 

Objection 1. For from a necessary cause pro- 
ceeds a necessary effect. But the knowledge of 
God is the cause of things known, as said above 
(A. 8). Since therefore that knowledge is neces- 
sary, What He knows must also be necessary. 
Therefore the knowledge of God is not of con- 
tingent things. 

Obj. 2. Further, every conditional proposi- 
tion of which the antecedent is absolutely nec- 
essary must have an absolutely necessary con- 
sequent. For the antecedent is to the consequent 
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aS principles are to the conclusion, and from 
necessary principles only a necessary conclu- 
sion can follow, as is proved in Postertor Ana- 
lytics.’ But this is a true conditional proposi- 
tion, “If God knew that this thing will be, it 
will be,’* for the knowledge of God is only of 
true things. Now the antecedent conditional of 
this is absolutely necessary, because it is eter- 
nal, and because it is signified as past. There- 
fore the consequent is also absolutely necessary. 
Therefore whatever God knows, is necessary; 
and so the knowledge of God is not of con- 
tingent things. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything known by God 
must necessarily be, because even what we our- 
selves know must necessarily be; and, of course, 
the knowledge of God is much more certain 
than ours. But no future contingent thing must 
necessarily be. Therefore no contingent future 
thing is known by God. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 32. 15), 
He Who hath made the hearts of every one of 
them; Who understandeth all their works, that 
is, of men. Now the works of men are con- 
tingent, since (hey are subject to free choice. 
Therefore God knows future contingent things. 

{ answer that, Since as was shown above (A. 
9), God knows all things, not only things ac- 
tual but also things in the power of Him and 
the creuture; and since some of these are future 
contingent to us, it follows that God knows 
future contingent things. 

In evidence of this, we must consider that a 
contingent thing can be considered in two ways. 
First, In itself, in so far as it is now in act, and 
in this sense it is not considered as future, but 
as present; neither is it considered as contingent 
to one of two terms, but as determined to one; 
and on account of this it can infallibly yield 
certain knowledge, for instance to the sense of 
sight, as when I sce that Socrates is sitting 
down. In another way a contingent thing can be 
considered as it is in its cause; and in this way 
it is considered as future, and as a contingent 
thing not yet determined to one, because a con- 
tingent cause has relation to opposite things; 
and in this sense a contingent thing is not sub- 
ject to any certain knowledge. Hence, whoever 
knows a contingent effect in its cause only, has 
merely a conjectural knowledge of it. Now God 
knows all contingent things not only as they 
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are in their causes, but also as each one of them 
is actually in itself. 

And although contingent things become ac- 
tual successively, nevertheless God knows con- 
tingent things not successively, as they are in 
their own being, as we do, but simultaneously. 
The reason is because His knowledge is meas- 
ured by eternity, as is also His being; and 
eternity being simultaneously whole comprises 
all time, as said above (9. x, A. 2). Hence, all 
things that are in time are present to God from 
eternity, not only because He has the types of 
things present within Him, as some say,’ but 
because His glance is carried from eternity over 
all things as they are in their presentness. 

Hence it is manifest that contingent things 
are infallibly known by God, since they are sub- 
ject to the divine sight in their presentness; yet 
they are future contingent things in relation to 
their own causes. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the supreme cause is 
necessary, the effect may be contingent by rea- 
son of the proximate contingent cause, just as 
the germination of a plant is contingent by rea- 
son of the proximate contingent cause, although 
the movement of the sun which is the first 
cause, is necessary. So likewise things known 
by God are contingent on account of their 
proximate causes, although the knowledge of 
God, which is the first cause, is necessary. 

Reply Obj. 2 Some‘ say that this antecedent, 
“God knew this contingent to be future,” is not 
necessary, but contingent, because, although it 
is past, still it imports relation to the future. 
This however does not remove necessity from 
it, for whatever has had relation to the future, 
must have had ‘it, although the future some- 
times does not follow. 

On the other hand some say? that this ante- 
cedent is contingent, because it is a composite 
of necessary and contingent, as this saying is 
contingent, “Socrates is a white man.” But this 
also is to no purpose, for when we say, “God 
knew this contingent to be future,” contingent 
1s used here only as the matter of the word, and 
not as the chief part of the proposition. Hence 
its contingency or necessity has no reference to 
the necessity or contingency of the proposition, 
or to its being true or false. For it may be Just 
as true that I said a man is an ass, as that I 
said Socrates runs, or God is; and the same ap- 
plies to necessary and contingent. 


3 Avicenna. Cf, Metfa., vin, 6 (roorb). 

4 Bonaventure, 72 Sent., t, d. 38, A. 2,Q. 2 (QR 1, 678); 
Albert the Great, Jn Seni., 1, d. 38, A. 4 (BO xxvi, 290). 

’ Robert Grosseteste, De Lid. Arb., chap. 6 (BR 170.8). 


88 SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


Hence it must be said that this antecedent is 
absolutely necessary. Nor docs it follow, as 
some say,’ that the consequent is absolutely 
necessary, because the antecedent is the remote 
cause of the consequent, which is contingent by 
reason of the proximate cause. But this is to no 
purpose. For the conditional would be false 
were its antecedent the remote necessary cause 
and the consequent a contingent effect; as, for 
example, if I said, “if the sun moves, the grass 
will grow.” 

Therefore we must reply otherwise that when 
the antecedent contains anything belonging to 
an act of the soul, the consequent must be taken 
not as it is in itself, but as it is in the soul; for 
the being of a thing in itself is different from 
the being of a thing in the soul. For example, 
when I say, ‘If the soul understands something, 
that something is immaterial,” this to to be un- 
derstood that it is immaterial as it is In the in- 
tellect, not as it is in itself. Likewise if I say, 
“If God knew anything, it will be,” the con- 
sequent must be understood as it is subject to 
the divine knowledge, that is, as it 1s in its pre- 
sentiality. And thus il is necessary, as also is the 
antecedent; “for everything that is, while it is, 
must necessarily be,’ as the Philosopher says 
in /nterpretation.? 

Reply Obj. 3. Things reduced to act in time 
are known by us successively in time, but by 
God are known in eternity, which is above time. 
Hence to us they cannot be certain, since as we 
know future contingent things as such but, 
they are certain to God alone, whose under- 
standing is in eternity above time; just as he 
who goes along the road does not see those who 
come after him, although he who sces the whole 
road from a height sees at once all travelling by 
the way. Hence what is known by us must be 
necessary, even as it is in itself; for what is 
fulure contingent in itself cannot be known by 
us. But what is known by God must be neces- 
sary according to the mode in which they are 
subject to the divine knowledge, as already 
stated (Ans. 1), but not absolutely as con- 
sidered in their own causes. Hence also this 
proposition, “Everything known by God must 
necessarily be.” is usually distinguished,* for 
this may refer to the thing, or to the say.ng. If 
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it refers to the thing, it is divided, and false, for 
the sense is, “Everything which God knows is 
necessary,” If understood of the saying it is 
composite and true, for the sense is, “This 
proposition, ‘that which is known by God is’ is 
necessary.” 

Now some‘ urge an objection and say that 
this distinction holds good with regard to forms 
that are separable from the subject; thus if I 
said, “It is possible for a white thing to be 
black,” it is false as applied to the saying, and 
true as applied to the thing. for a thing which 
is white, can become black; but this saying, ‘“‘a 
white thing ts black,” can never be truc. But in 
forms that are inseparable from the subject. 
this distinction does not hold, for instance, if I 
said, “A black crow can be white”; for in both 
senses it is false. Now to be known by God is 
inseparable from the thing, for what is known 
by God cannot be not known. This objection, 
however, would hold if these words “that which 
is known” implied any disposition inherent to 
the subject; but since they import an act of the 
knower, somcthing can be attributed to the 
thing known, in itself (even if it always be 
known), which is not attributed to it in so far 
as it stands under actual knowledge; thus ma- 
terial being is attributed to a stone in itself, 
which is not attributed to it according as it is 
known. 


ARTICLE 14. Whether Ged Knows Enunciable 
Things? 


We proceed thus to the Fourteenth Article: 
It seems that God does not know enunciable 
things. 

Objection 1. For to know enunciable things 
belongs to our intellect as it composes and di- 
vides. But in the divine intellect there is no 
composition. Therefore God doc not know 
enunciable things. 

Obj. 2, Further, every kind of knowledge is 
made through some likeness. But in God there 
is no likenes. of enunciable things, since He is 
altogether simple. Therefore God does not 
know crunciable things. 

On the contrary, It is written: The Lord 
knoweth the thoughts of men (Ps. 93. 11) But 
enuniable things are contained in the thoughts 
of men. Therefore God knows enunciable 
things. 

Z answer that, Since it is in the power of our 
intellect to form enunciations, and since God 
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knows whatever is in His own power or in that 
of creatures, as said above (A. 9), it follows of 
necessity that God knows all enunciations that 
can be formed. 

Now just as He knows material things im- 
materially, and composite things simply, so like- 
wise He knows enunciable things not after the 
manner of enunciable things, as if in His intel- 
lect there were composition or division of enun- 
ciations, but He knows each thing by simple in- 
telligence, by understanding the essence of each 
thing. as if we by the very fact that we under- 
stand what man is, were to understand all that 
can be predicated of man. This, however, does 
not happen in our intellect, which discourses 
from one thing to another, because the intel- 
ligible species represents one thing in such a 
way as not to represent another. Hence when 
we understand what man is, we do not from this 
understand other things which belong to him, 
but we understand them one by one, according 
to a certain succession. On this account the 
things we understand separately we must re- 
duce to one by way of composition or division, 
by forming an enunciation. Now the species of 
the divine intellect, which is God’s essence, suf- 
fices to represent all things. Hence by under- 
standing His essence, God knows the essences 
of all things, and also whatever can happen to 
them. 

Reply Obj, 1. This objection would avail if 
God knew enunciable things after the manner 
of enunciable things. 

Reply Obj. 2. Enunciatory composition sig- 
nifies some being of a thing; and thus God by 
His being, which is His essence, is the likeness 
of all those things which are signified by enun- 
ciable things. 


ARTICLE 15. Whether the Knowledge of God Is 
Variable? 

We proceed thus to the Fifteenth Article: It 
seems that the knowledge of God is variable. 

Objection 1. For knowledge is related to what 
is knowable. But whatever imports relation to 
the creature is applied to God from time, and 
varies according to the variation of creatures. 
Therefore the knowledge of God is variable ac- 
cording to the variation of creatures. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever God can make, He 
can know. But God can make more than He 
does. Therefore He can know more than He 
knows. Thus His knowledge can vary according 
to increase and diminution. 

Obj. 3. Further, God knew that Christ would 
be born. But He does not know now that Christ 


will be born, because Christ is not to be born in 
the future. Therefore God does not know every- 
thing He once knew; and thus the knowledge of 
God is variable. 

On the contrary, It is said, that in God there 
is no change nor shadow of alteration (James 
1.17). 

I answer that, Since the knowledge of God is 
His substance, as 1s clear from the foregoing 
(A. 4), just as His substance is altogether im- 
mutable, as shown above (Q. tx, A. 1), 50 His 
knowledge likewise must be altogether invari- 
able. 

Reply Obj. 1. “Lord,” “Creator,” and the 
like, import relations to creatures in so far as 
they are in themselves. But the knowledge of 
God imports relation to creatures in so far as 
they are in God, because everything is actually 
understood according as it is in the one who un- 
derstands. Now created things are in God in an 
invariable manner, while they exist variably in 
themselves. We may also say that “Lord,” 
“Creator,” and the like, import the relations 
consequent upon the acts which are understood 
as terminating in the creatures themselves, as 
they are in themselves; and thus these relations 
are attributed to God variously, according to 
the variation of creatures. But knowledge and 
love, and the like, import relations consequent 
upon the acts which are understood to be in 
God, and therefore these are predicated of God 
in an invariable manner. 

Reply Obj. 2. God knows also what He can 
make, and does not make. Hence from the fact 
that He can make more than He makes, it does 
not follow that He can know more than He 
knows, unless this be referred to the knowl- 
edge of vision, according to which He is said to 
know those things which are in act in some 
period of time. But from the fact that He 
knows some things might be which are not, or 
that some things might not be which are, it 
does not follow that His knowledge is variable, 
but rather that He knows the variability of 
things. If, however, anything existed which Géd 
did not previously know, and afterwards knew, 
then His knowledge would be variable. But this 
could not be; for whatever is, or can be in any 
period of time, is known by God in His eternity. 
Therefore from the fact that a thing exists in 
some period of time, it follows that it is known 
by God from eternity. Therefore it cannot be 
granted that God can know more than He 
knows, because such a proposition implies that 
first of all He did not know, and then after- 
wards knew. 
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Reply Obj. 3. The Nominalists! of old said 
that it was the same thing to say:Christ is born 
and will be born, and was born, because the 
same thing js signified hy these three—namely, 
the nativity of Christ. Therefore it follows, they 
said, that whatever God knew. He knows; be- 
cause now He knows that Christ is born, which 
means the same thing as that Christ will be 
born. This opinion, however, is false; both be- 
cause the diversity in the parts of a sentence 
causes a diversity of enunciations, and because 
it would follow that a proposition which is true 
once would be always true, which is contrary to 
what the Philosopher lays down? when he says 
that this sentence, “Socrates sits,” is true 
when he is sitting, and false when he rises up. 
Therefore, it must be conceded that this propo- 
sition 1s not true, “Whatever God knew He 
knows,” if referred to enunciable propositions. 
But because of this, it does not follow that the 
knowledge of God is variable. For as it is with- 
out variation in the divine knowledge that God 
knows one and the same thing sometime to be. 
and sometime not to be, so it is without varia- 
tion in the divine knowledge that God knows an 
enunciable proposition is sometime true, and 
sometime false. The knowledge of God, how- 
ever, would be variable if He knew enunciable 
things by way of enunciation, by composition 
and division, as occurs in our intellect. Hence 
our knowledge varies either as regards truth and 
falsity, for example, if when a thing suffers 
change we retained the same opinion about it; 
or as regards diverse opinions, as if we first 
thought that anyone was sitting. and after- 
wards thought that he was not sitting; neither 
of which can be in God. 


ArTICLE 16. Whether God Has a Speculative 
Knowledge of Things? 

We proceed thus to the Sixteenth Article: It 
seems that God has not a speculative knowledge 
of things. 

Objection t. For the knowledge of God is the 
cause of things, as shown above (A. 8). But 
speculative knowledge is not the cause of the 
things known. Therefore the knowledge of God 
is not speculative. 

Obj. 2. Further, speculative knowledge comes 
by abstraction from things, which does not be- 
long to the divine knowledge. Therefore the 
knowledge of God is not speculative. 


1Cf. Abelard, Introd. ad Theol., 1, 5 (PL 178, 1102): 
Lombard, Sent, 1, d. 41, chap. 3 (QR 1, 258); cf. Chenu, 
AHDLM (1936). pp. 5-28. 

2 Categories, 5 (4%23). 


On the contrary, Whatever is the more ex- 
cellent must be attributed to God. But specula- 
tive knowledge is more excellent than practical 
knowledge, as the Philosopher says in the be- 
ginning of the Metaphvsics.* Therefore God has 
a speculative knowledge of things. 

I answer that, Some knowledge is speculative 
only, some is practical only, and some is partly 
speculative and partly practical. In proof of this 
it must be observed that knowledge can be 
called speculative in three ways. First, on the 
part of the things known, which are not oper- 
able by the knower; such is the knowledge of 
man about natural or divine things. Secondly, 
as regards the manner of knowing—as, for in- 
stance, if a builder consider a house by defining 
and dividing, and considering what belongs to 
it in gencral, for this is to consider operable 
things in a speculative manner, and not as they 
are operable; for operable means the applica- 
tion of form to matter, and not the resolution 
of the composite into its universal formal 
yrinciples Thirdly. as regards the end; “for 
the practical intellect differs in its end from the 
speculative,” as the Philosopher says.‘ For the 
practical intellect is ordered to the end of the 
operation, whereas the end of the speculative 
intellect is the consideration of truth. Hence if 
a builder should consider how a house can be 
made, not ordering this to the end of operation, 
but only to know (how to do it), this would be 
only a speculative consideration as regards the 
end, although it concerns an operable thing. 
Therefore knowledge which is speculative by 
reason of the thing itself known. is merely 
speculative But that which is speculative either 
in its mode or as to its end is partly speculative 
and partly practical; and when it is ordered to 
an operative end it is simply practical. 

In accordance with this, thereforc, it must be 
said that God has of Himself a speculative 
knowledge only, for He Himself is not operable. 

But of all other things He has both specula- 
tive and practical knowledge. He has specula- 
tive knowledge as regards the mode, for what- 
ever we Know speculatively in things by defining 
and dividing, God knows all this much more 
perfectly. 

Now of things which He can make, but does 
not make at any time, He has not a practical 
knowledge, accordingly as knowledge is called 
practical from the end. But He has a practical 
knowledge of what He makes in some period of 
time. And, as regards evil things. ulthough they 
are not operable by Him, yet they fall under 

31,1 (982*7). 4 Soul, 11. 10 (43324). 
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His practical knowledge, like good things, in so 
far as He permits, or impedes, or directs them; 
as also sicknesses fall under the practical knowl- 
edge of the physician in so far as he cures them 
by his art. 

Reply Obj. 1. The knowledge of God is the 
cause, not indeed of Himself, but of other 
things. He is actually the cause of some, that is. 
of things that come to be in some period of 
time; and He is virtually the cause of others, 
that is, of things which He can make, and 
which nevertheless are never made. 

Reply Obj. 2. The fact that knowledge is de- 
rived from things known does not essentially 
belong to speculative knowledge, but only ac- 
cidentally in so far as it is human. 

In answer to what is objected on the con- 
trary, we must say that perfect knowledge of 
operable things is obtainable only if they are 
known in so far as they are operable. Therefore, 
since the knowledge of God is in every way per- 
fect, He must know what is operable by Him, 
in so far as they are of this kind, and not only 
in so far as they are speculative. Nevertheless 
this does not impair the nobility of His specula- 
tive knowledge, since He sees all things other 
than Himself in Himself, and He knows Him- 
self speculatively; and so in the speculative 
knowledge of Himsclf, He possesses both specu- 
lative and practical knowledge of all other 
things. 


QUESTION XV 
OF IDEAS 
(In Three Articles) 


AFTER considering the knowledge of God, it re- 
mains to consider ideas. And about this there 
are three points of inquiry: (1) Whether there 
are ideas? (2) Whether they are many, or one 
only? (3) Whether there are ideas of all things 
known by God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Are Ideas? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that there are no ideas. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii),' that God does not know things by ideas. 
But ideas are for nothing else except that 
things may be known through them. Therefore 
there are no ideas. 

Obj. 2. Further, God knows all things in Him- 
self, as has been already said (Q. XIV, A. 5). 
But He does not know Himself through an 
idea; neither therefore other things. 

1 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 868). 


O06): 3.. Further, an idea is considered to be 
the principle of knowledge and operation. But 
the divine essence is a sufficient principle of 
knowing and effecting all things. It is not there- 
fore necessary to suppose ideas. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri, 
Quest., gu. xlvi),? “Such is the power inherent 
in ideas that no one can be wise unless they are 
understood.” 

I answer that, It is necessary to place ideas in 
the divine mind. For the Greek word 'Idéa is in 
Latin Forma. Hence by ideas are understood 
the forms of things, existing apart from the 
things themselves. Now the form of anything 
existing apart from the thing itself can be for 
one of two ends: either to be the type of that of 
which it is called the form, or to be the principle 
of the knowledge of that thing, according as the 
forms of things knowable are said to be in the 
knower. In either case we must suppose ideas, 
as is clear for the following reason. 

In all things not generated by chance, the 
form must be the end of any generation what- 
soever. But an agent does not act on account of 
the form except in so far as the likeness of the 
form is in the agent, as may happen in two 
ways. lor in some agents the form of the thing 
to be made pre-exists according to its natural 
being, as in those that act by their nature; asa 
man generates a man, or fire generates fire. But 
in other agents (the form of the thing to be 
made pre-exists) according to intelligible be- 
ing, as in those that act by the intellect; and 
thus the likeness of a house pre-exists in’ the 
mind of the builder. And this may be called the 
idea of the house, since the builder intends to 
build his house like to the form conceived in 
his mind. 

As then the world was not made by chance, 
but by God acting by His intellect, as will ap- 
pear later (Q. XX, A. 4; Q. XLIV, A. 3), there 
must exist in the divine mind a form to the like- 
ness of which the world was made. And in this 
the notion of an idea consists. 

Reply Obj. 1. God does not understand things 
according to an idea existing outside Himself. 
Thus Aristotle’ rejects the opinion of Plato, 
who held that ideas existed of themselves, and 
not jn the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although God knows Himself 
and all else by His own essence, yet His essence 
is the operative principle of all things, except of 


2 PL 40, 29. 
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Himself. It has therefore the nature of an idea 
with respect to other things, though not with re- 
spect to Himself. 

Reply Obj. 3. God is the likeness of all things 
according to His essence. Therefore an idea in 
God is identical with His essence. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Ideas Are Many? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that ideas are not many. 

Objection 1. For an idea in God is His es- 
sence. But God’s essence is one only. Therefore 
there is only one idea. 

Obj. 2. Further, as the idea is the principle 
of knowing and opcrating, so are art and wis- 
dom. But in God there are not several arts or 
wisdoms. Therefore in Him there is no plurality 
of ideas. 

Obj. 3. Further, if it be said that ideas are 
multiplied according to their relations to dif- 
ferent creatures. it may be argued on the con- 
trary that the plurality of ideas is eternal. If, 
then, ideas aremany, but creatures temporal, then 
the temporal must be the cause of the eternal. 

Obj. 4. Further, these relations are either real 
in creatures only, or in God also. If in creatures 
only, since creatures are not from eternity, the 
plurality of ideas cannot be from eternity, if 
ideas are multiplicd only according to these re- 
lations. But if they are real in God, it follows 
that there is a real plurality in God other than 
the plurality of Persons, and this is against the 
teaching of Damascene (De Fide Orthod. i, 
10),! who says, in God all things are one, ex- 
cept ingenerability, generation, and procession. 
Ideas therefore are not many. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Trt. 
Quest., qu. xlvi),? “Ideas are certain principal 
forms, or permanent and immutable types of 
things, they themselves not being formed. 
Thus they are eternal, and existing always in 
the same manner, as being contained in the di- 
vine intelligence. Whilst, however, they them- 
selves neither come into being nor decay, yet we 
say that in accordance with them everything is 
formed that can arise or decay, and all that ac- 
tually does so.”’ 

I answer that, It must necessarily be held that 
ideas are many. In proof of which it i: 10 be 
considered that in every effect the ultimate end 
is the proper intention of the principal agent, as 
the order of an army (is the proper intention) 
of the general. Now the highest good existing 
in things is the good of the order of the uni- 
verse, as the Philosopher clearly teaches in the 
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Metaphysics? Therefore the order of the uni- 
verse is properly intended by God, and is not 
the accidental result of a succession of agents, 
as has been supposed by those‘ who have taught 
that God created only the first creature, and 
that this creature created the second creature, 
and so on, until this great multitude of beings 
was produced. According to this opinion God 
would have the idea of the first created thing 
alone; but if the order itself of the universe 
was created by Him immediately, and intended 
by Him, He must have the idea of the order of 
the universe. Now there cannot be an idea of 
any whole unless particular ideas are had of 
those parts of which the whole is made; just as 
a builder cannot conceive the specics of a house 
unless he has the notion of each of its parts. So, 
then, it must be that in the divine mind there 
are the proper notions of all things. Hence Au- 
gustine says (Octog. Tri Quest, gu. xlvi),° 
“that each thing was crealed by God according 
to the idea proper to it,” from which it follows 
that in the divine mind ideas are many. 

Now it can easily be seen how this is not con- 
trary to the simplicity of God, if we consider 
that the idea of a work is in the mind of the 
operator as that which is understood, and not 
as the species by which he understands. which 
is a form that makes the intellect in act. For 
the form of the house in the mind of the build- 
cris something understood by him, to the like- 
ness of which he forms the house in matter. 
Now, it is not against the simplicity of the di- 
vine mind that it understand many things, 
though it would be against its simplicity were 
His understanding to be formed by many spe- 
cies. Hence many jdeas exist in the divine mind. 
as understood by it. 

And this can be seen in this way. Since God 
knows His own essence perfectly, Ie knows it 
according to every mode in which it can be 
known. Now it can be known not only as it is 
in itself. but as it can be participated in by 
creatures according to some degree of likeness. 
But every creature has its own proper species, 
accordiag to which it participates in some de- 
gree in likeness to the divine essence. So far, 
therefore, as God knows His essence as capable 
of such imitation by any creature, He knows it 
as the particular type and idea of that creature; 
and in like manner as regards other creatures. 
So it is clear that God understands many par- 
ticular types of many things, and these are 
many ideas. 
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Reply Obj. 1. The divine essence is not called 
an idea in so far as it is that essence, but only 
in so far as it is the likeness or type of this or 
that thing. Hence ideas are said to be many, 
according as many types are understood 
through the self-same essence. 

Reply Obj. 2. By wisdom and art we signify 
that by which God understands; but by idea, 
that which God understands. For God by one 
act of understanding understands many things, 
and not only according to what they are in 
themselves, but also according as they are un- 
derstood, and this is to understand the several 
types of things. In the same way, an artist is 
said to understand a house when he understands 
the form of the house in matter. But if he un- 
derstands the form of a house, as devised by 
himself, from the fact that he understands that 
he understands it, he thercby understands the 
tvpe or the idea of the house. Now not only 
does God understand many things by His es- 
sence, but He also understands that He under- 
stands many things by His essence. And this 
means that He understands the several types of 
things, or that many ideas are in His intellect 
as understood by Him. 

Reply Obj. 3. Such relations, whereby ideas 
are multiplied, are caused not by the things 
themselves, but by the divine intellect compar- 
ing its own essence with these things. 

Reply Obj. 4. Relations multiplying ideas do 
not exist in created things, but in God Yet they 
are not real relations, such as those by which 
the Persons are distinguished, but relations un- 
derstood by God. 


ArTICLE 3. Whether There Are Ideas of All 
Things That God Knows? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that there are not ideas in God of all 
things that He knows. 

Objection 1. For the idea of evil is not in 
God; since it would follow that evil was in 
Him. But evil things are known by God. There- 
fore there are not ideas of all things that God 
knows. 

Obj. 2. Further, God knows things that 
neither are, nor will be, nor have been, as has 
heen said above (A. 9). But of such things there 
are no ideas, since, as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. v):' “‘Acts of the divine will are the de- 
termining and effective types of things.” There- 
fore there are not in God ideas of all things 
known by him. 

Obj. 3. Further, God knows prime matter, of 

1Sect. 8 (PG 3, 824). 2PL 40, 29. 


which there can be no idea, since it has no form. 
Hence the same conclusion. 

Obj. 4. Further, it is certain that God knows 
not only species, but also genera, singulars, and 
accidents. But there are no ideas of these, ac- 
cording to Plato’s teaching, who first taught 
ideas, as Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quest., 
gu. xlvi).2 Therefore there are not ideas in God 
of all things known by Him. 

On the contrary, Ideas are types existing in 
the divine mind, as js clear from Augustine 
(ibid.). But God has the proper types of all 
things that He knows. and therefore He has 
ideas of all things known by Him. 

I answer that, As ideas, according to Plato,’ 
are principles of the knowledge of things and of 
their generation, an idea has this twofold office, 
as it exists in the mind of God. So far as the 
idea is the principle of the making of things, 
it may be called an exemplar, and belongs to 
practical knowledge. But so far as it is a prin- 
ciple of knowledge, it is properly called a type, 
and may belong to speculative knowledge also. 
As an exemplar, therefore, it has respect to 
everything made by God in any period of time; 
but as a knowing principle it has respect to all 
things known by God, even though they never 
come to be in time, and to all things that He 
knows according to their proper type, in so far 
as they are known by Him in a speculative man- 
ner. 

Reply Obj. 1. Evil is known by God not 
through its own type, but through the type of 
good. Evil, therefore, has no idea in God, 
neither in so far as an idea is an exemplar nor 
as a type. 

Reply Obj. 2. God has no practical knowl- 
edge, except virtually, of things which neither 
are, nor will be, nor have been. Hence, with re- 
spect to these there is no idea in God in so far 
as idea signifies an exemplar, but only in so far 
as it denotes a type. 

Reply Ob7. 3 Plato is said by some‘ to have 
considered matter as not created, and there- 
fore he posited not an idea of matter but a con- 
cause with matter. Since, however, we bold mat- 
ter to be created by God, though not apart 
from form, matter has its idea in God; but not 


3For ideas as principles in knowing, cf. below, Qa. 
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apart from the idea of the composite, for mat- 
ter in itself can neither have being, nor be 
known. 

Reply Obj. 4. Genus can have no idea apart 
from the idea of species, in so far as idea de- 
notes an exemplar, for genus cannot exist ex- 
cept in some species. The same is the case with 
those accidents that inseparably accompany 
their subject, for these come into being along 
with their subject. But accidents which are 
added to the subject have their special idea. For 
an architect produces through the form of the 
house all the accidents that originally accom- 
pany it, while those that are superadded to the 
house when completed, such as painting, or any 
other such thing, are produced through some 
other form. Now individual things, according to 
Plato,’ have no other idea than that of the spe- 
cies; both because particular things are indi- 
vidualized by matter. which, as some say, he 
held to be uncreated and the concause with the 
idea, and because the intention of nature is for 
the species, and produces individuals only that 
in them the species may be preserved, However, 
divine providence extends not merely to spe- 
cies; but to individuals, as will be shown later 
(Q. XXII, A. 2). 


QUESTION XVI 
OF TRUTH 
(In Eight Articles) 


SINCE knowledge is of things that are true, after 
the consideration of the knowledge of God, we 
must inquire concerning truth. About this there 
are eight points of inquiry: (1) Whether truth 
resides in the thing. or only in the intellect? 
(2) Whether it resides only in the intellect com- 
posing and dividing? (3) On the compartson of 
the true to being (4) On the comparison of the 
true to the good (5) Whether God is truth? 
(6) Whether all things are true by one truth, 
or by many? (7) On the eternily of truth. (8) 
On the unchangeableness of truth. 


Article 1. Whether Truth Is Only in the 
Intellect? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that truth is not only in the intellec:, but 
rather in things. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (Solilog ii, 5)? 
condemns this definition of truth, ‘That is true 
which is seen.” since it would follow that stones 
hidden in the bosom of the earth would not be 


1 Cf. Aristotle, Mela physies, 1, 9 (99020). 
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true stones, as they are not seen. He also con- 
demns the following, “That is true which Is as it 
appears to the knower, who is willing and able 
to know,” for according to this it would follow 
that nothing would be true unless somcone 
could know it. Therefore he defines truth thus: 
“That is true which is.” It scems, then, that 
truth resides in things, and not in the intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is true, is true by 
reason of truth. If, then, truth is only in the in- 
tellect, nothing will be true except in so far as 
it is understood. But this is the error of the an- 
cient philosophers, who said that whatever 
scems to be true is so. Consequently contradic- 
torics can be true at the same time, since con- 
tradictorics seem to be true as scen by different 
persons at the same time. 

Obj. 3 Further, “that on account of which a 
thing is so is itself more so,” as is evident from 
the Philosopher.’ But “it is from the fact that 
a thing is or is not, that our thought or word Is 
true or false,” as the Philosopher teaches.5 
Therefore truth resides rather in things than in 
the intellect. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says.® “The 
true and the false are not in things, but in the 
intellect ” 

I answer that, As the good denotes that to- 
wards which the appetile tends. so the true de- 
notes that towards which the intellect tends. 
Now there is this difference between the ap- 
petite and the intellect. or any knowledge what- 
soever, that knowledge is according as the thing 
known is In the knower, whilst appetite is ac- 
cording as the desirer tends towards the thing 
desired Thus the term of the appetite, namely 
good, is in the thing desirable, and the term of 
knowledge, namely true, is in the intellect itself. 

Now as good exists in a thing so far as that 
thing is related to the appetite—an’’ hence the 
aspect of goodness passes on from the desirable 
thing tu the appetite, according as the appetite 
is called good if the thing desired is good, so, 
since the true is in the intellect in so far as it is 
conformed to the thing understood, the aspect 
of the true must pass from the intellect to the 
thing understood, so that also the thing under- 
stood is said to be truc in so far as it has some 
relation to the intellect. 

Now a thing understood may be in relation 
to an intellect either essentially or accidentally. 
Tt is related essentially to an intellect on which 
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it depends as regards its being, but accidentally 
to an intellect by which it is knowable; even as 
we may say that a house is related essentially 
to the intellect of the architect, but acciden- 
tally to the intellect upon which it does not 
depend. 

Now we do not judge of a thing by what is in 
it accidentally, but by what is in it essentially. 
Hence, everything is said to be true absolutely 
in so far as it is related to the intellect from 
which it depends; and thus it is that artificial 
things are said to be true as being related to our 
intellect. For a house is said to be true that ex- 
presses the likeness of the form in the archi- 
tect’s mind, and words are said to be true so far 
as they are the signs of truth in the intellect. In 
the same way natural things are said to be true 
in so far as they express the likeness of the spe- 
cies thai are in the divine mind. For a stone 
is called true, because il expresses the nature 
proper to a stone. according to the preconcep- 
tion in the divine intellect. Thus, then, truth is 
principally in the intellect, and secondarily in 
things according as they are related to the in- 
tellect as their principle. 

Consequently there are various definitions of 
truth Augustine says (De Vera Relig xxxvi),} 
“Truth is that whereby is made manifest that 
which is”; and Hilary says? that ‘“fruth makes 
being clear and evident,” and this pertains to 
truth according as it is in the intellect. As to 
the truth of things in so far as they are related 
to the intellect, we have Augustine’s definition 
(Joc. crt.), “Truth is a supreme likeness, with- 
out anv unlikeness, to a principle’; also An- 
selm's definition (De Verit.),3 “Truth is right- 
ness, perceptible by the mind alone”; for that 
is right which is in accordance with the prin- 
ciple: also Avicenna’s definition (Afetaph. viii, 
6),4 “The truth of each thing is a property of 
the being which ts immutably attached to it.” 
The definition that ‘Truth is the squaring of 
thought and thing” is applicable to it under 
either aspect.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking about 
the truth of things. and excludes from the no- 
tion of this truth relation to our intellect, for 
what is accidental is excluded from every defini- 
tion. 

Reply Obj. 2. The ancient philosophers held® 
that the species of natural things did not pro- 
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4 Chap. vt (PL 158, 480). 4 100Fr. 

5 See below, A. 2, Ans. 2. 6 See below, Q. XXII, A. 2. 


ceed from any intellect, but were produced by 
chance. But as they saw that truth implies rela- 
tion to intellect, they were compelled to base 
the truth of things on their relation to our in- 
tellect. From this, conclusions result that are 
inadmissible, and which the Philosopher re- 
futes.’ Such, however, do not follow, if we say 
that the truth of things consists in their rela- 
tion to the divine intellect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the truth of our in- 
tellect is caused by the thing, yet it is not neces- 
sary that the character of truth should be there 
primarily, any more than that the character of 
health should be primarily in medicine, rather 
than in the animal; for the power of medicine, 
and not its health, is the cause of health, for 
here the agent is not univocal. In the same way 
the being of the thing, not its truth, is the 
cause of truth in the intellect. Hence the Phi- 
losopher says that ‘‘a thought or word is true 
from the fact that a thing is, not because a 
thing is true.” 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Truth Resides Only in the 
Intellect Composing and Dividing? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that truth does not reside only in the in- 
tellect composing and dividing. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher® says that 
‘just as the senses are always true as regards 
their proper sensible objects, so is the intellect 
as regards what a thing is.” Now composition 
and division are neither in the senses nor in the 
intellect knowing what a thing is. Therefore 
truth does not reside only in the intellect com- 
posing and dividing. 

Obj. 2. Further, Isaac says in his book On 
Definitions that truth is the equation (adequa- 
tio) of thought and thing.” Now just as the in- 
tellect with regard to complex things can be 
equated to things, so also with regard to the un- 
derstanding of simple things; and this is true 
also of sense sensing a thing as it is. Thercfore 
truth does not reside only in the intellect com- 
posing and dividing. 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says! that 
‘With regard to simple things and what a thing 
is, truth is found neither in the intellect nor in 
things.” 

f answer that, As stated before, truth resides, 
in its primary aspect, in the intellect. Now since 

? Metaphysics, 1v, 5, 6 (1009"6; rorr®3). 

8 Soul, 111, 0 (430°27). 
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everything is true according as it has the form 
proper to its nature, the intellect, in so far as 
it is knowing, must be true so far as it has the 
likeness of the thing known, which is its form 
in so far as it is knowing. For this reason truth 
is defined by the conformity of intellect and 
thing, and hence to know this conformity is to 
know truth. But in no way can sense know this. 
For although sight has the likeness of a visible 
thing, yet it does not know the comparison 
which exists between the thing seen and that 
which itself apprehends concerning it. But the 
intellect can know its own conformity with the 
intelligible thing; yet it does not apprehend it 
by knowing of a thing “what a thing is.” When, 
however, it judges that a thing corresponds to 
the form which it apprehends about that thing, 
then first it knows and expresses truth. This it 
does by composing and dividing, for in every 
proposition it either applies to, or removes from 
the thing signified by the subject, some form 
signified by the predicate; and this clearly 
shows that the sense is true of any thing, as is 
also the intellect, when it knows ‘“‘what a thing 
is,” but it does not thereby know or affirm 
truth. This is in like manner the case with com- 
plex or non-complex terms. Truth therefore 
may be in the senses, or in the intellect know- 
ing “what a thing is,” as in anything that is 
true; yet not as the thing known in the knower, 
which is implied by the word “truth,” for the 
perfection of the intellect is truth as known. 
Therefore, properly speaking, truth resides in 
the intellect composing and dividing, and not in 
the senses, nor in the intellect knowing ‘what 
a thing is.” 
And thus the Objections given are solved. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the True and Being Are 
Convertible Terms? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the true and being are not con- 
vertible terms. 

Objection 1. For the true resides properly in 
the intellect, as stated (A. 1) ; but being is prop- 
erly in things. Therefore they are not convert- 
ible. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which extends to being 
and not-being is not convertible with being. 
But the true extends to being and not-being; 
for it is true that what is, is, and that what is 
not, is not. Therefore the true and being are not 
convertible. 

Obj. 3. Further, things which stand to each 
other in order of priority and posteriority seem 
not to be convertible. But the true appears to 


be prior to being, for being is not understood 
except under the aspect of the true. Therefore it 
seems they are not convertible. 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says! that 
there is the same disposition of things in being 
and in truth. 

I answer that, As good has the aspect of what 
is desirable, so truth is related to knowledge. 
Now everything, in as far as it has being, is to 
that extent knowable. Therefore it is said in 
the book on the Sowl? that ‘‘the soul is in some 
manner all things,” through the senses and the 
intellect. And therefore, as good is convertible 
with being, so is the true. But as good adds to 
being the notion of desirable, so the true adds 
relation to the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 1. The true resides in things and 
in the intellect, as said before (A. 1). But the 
true that is in things is convertible with being 
as to substance, while the true that is in the in- 
tellect is convertible with being as that which 
manifests with what is manifested; for this be- 
longs to the nature of truth, as has been said 
already (7bid.). It may, however, be said that 
being also is in things and in the intellect, as 
is the true; although truth is primarily in the 
intellect, while being is primarily in things; 
and this is so because truth and being differ in 
idea. 

Reply Obj. 2. Not-being has nothing in itself 
by which it can be known, yet it is known in so 
far as the intellect renders it knowable. Hence 
the true is based on being, in so far as not-being 
is a kind of logical being, apprehended, that is, 
by reazon. 

Reply 067. 3. When it is said that being can- 
not be apprehended except under the notion of 
the true, this can be understood in two ways. 
In the one way So as to mean that being is not 
apprehended unless the idca of the crue follows 
apprehension of being; and this is true. In the 
other way, so as to mean that being cannot be 
apprehended unless the idea of the true be ap- 
prehended al.o; and this is false. But the true 
cannot be apprehended unless the idea of being 
be apprehended also, since being is included 
in the idea of the true. The case is the same 
if we compare the intelligible thing with be- 
ing. For being cannot be understood unless 
being is intelligible. Yet being can be under- 
stood while its intelligibility is not understood. 
Similarly, being when understood is true, yet 
the true is not understood by understanding 
being. 

1 Metaphysics, 11, 1 (99330). 
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ARTICLE 4. Whether Good Is Logically Prior to 
the True? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that good is logically prior to the true. 

Objection 1. For what is more universal is 
logically prior, as is evident from the Physics.! 
But the good is more universal than the true, 
since the true is a kind of good, namely, of the 
intellect. Therefore the good is logically prior 
to the true. 

Obj. 2. Further, good is in things, but the 
true in the intellect composing and dividing, as 
said before (A. 2). But that which is in things is 
prior to that which is in the intellect. Therefore 
good is logically prior to the true. 

Obj. 3. Further, truth is a species of virtue, 
as is clear from the Et/ics.2 But virtue is in- 
cluded under good, since, as Augustine says 
(De Lib. Arbit. ii, 19),* it is a good quality of the 
mind. Therefore the good is prior to the true. 

On the contrary, What is in more things 1s 
prior logically. But the true is in some things in 
which good is not, as, for instance, in mathe- 
matics. Therefore the true is prior to good. 

IT answer that, Although the good and the 
true are convertible with being, as to supposi- 
tum, yet they differ logically. And in this man- 
ner the true, speaking absolutely, is prior to 
rood, as appears from two reasons. First, be- 
cause the true is more closely related to being, 
which is prior, than is good. For the true re- 
gards being itself absolutely and immediately, 
while the nature of good follows being in so far 
as being 3s in some way perfect; for thus it is 
desirable. Secondly, it 1s evident from the fact 
that knowledge naturally precedes appetite. 
Hence, since the true regards knowledge, but 
the good regards the appetite, the true must be 
prior in idea to the good. 

Reply Obj, 1. The will and the intellect mu- 
tually include one another, for the intellect un- 
derstands the will, and the will wills the intel- 
lect to understand. So then, among things di- 
rected to the object of the will, are comprised 
also those that belong to the intellect, and con- 
versely. And so in the order of things desirable, 
good stands as the universal, and the true as the 
particular; but in the order of intelligible things 
the converse is the case. From the fact, then, 
that the true is a kind of good, it follows that 
the good is prior in the order of things desir- 
able, but not that it is prior absolutely. 

1 Aristotle, 1, 5 (189%5). 


2 Aristotle, rv, 7 (1127%29). 
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Reply Obj. 2. A thing is prior logically in so 
far as it Is prior to the intellect. Now the intel- 
lect apprehends primarily being itself; secondly, 
it apprehends that it understands being; and 
thirdly, it apprehends that it desires being. 
Hence the idea of being is first, that of truth 
second, and the idea of good third, though good 
is in things. 

Reply Obj. 3. The virtue which is called 
truth is not truth in general, but a certain kind 
of truth according to which man shows himself 
in deed and word as he really is. But truth as 
applied to life is used in a particular sense, in 
so far as a man fulfils in his life that to which 
he is ordained by the divine intellect, as it has 
been said that truth exists in others things (A. 
1). But the truth of justice is found in man as 
he fulfils his duty to his neighbour, as ordained 
by law. Hence we cannot argue from these par- 
ticular truths to truth in general. 


ARTICLE 5. Wheiher God Is Truth? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that God is not truth. 

Objection 1. For truth consists in the intel- 
lect composing and dividing. But in God there 
is not composition and division. Therefore in 
Him there ts not truth. 

Obj. 2. Further, truth, according to Augus- 
tine (De Vera Relig. xxxvi),‘ is a “likeness to 
the principle.” But in God there is no likeness 
to a principle. Therefore in God there is not 
truth, 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is said of God, is 
said of Him as of the first cause of all things; 
thus the being of God is the cause of all being, 
and His goodness the cause of all good. If there- 
fore there js truth in God, all truth will be from 
Him. But it is true that someone sins. Therefore 
this will be from God, which is evidently false. 

On the contrary, Our Lord says, J am the 
Way, the Truth and the Life (John 14. 6). 

ZT answer that, As said above (A. 1), truth is 
found in the intellect according as it appre- 
hends a thing as it is, and in things according as 
they have being conformable to an intellect. 
This is to the greatest degree found in God. 
For His being is not only conformed to His in- 
tellect, but it is the very act of His intellect, 
and His act of understanding is the measure 
and cause of every other being and of every 
other intellect, and He Himself is His own being 
and act of understanding. And so it follows not 
only that truth is in Him, but that He is truth 
itself, and the supreme and first truth. 
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Reply Obj. 1. Although in the divine intel- 
lect there is neither composition nor division, 
yet in His simple act of intelligence He judges 
of al] things and knows all things complex. And 
thus there is truth in His intellect. 

Reply 06). 2, The truth of our intellect is ac- 
cording to its conformity with its principle. 
that is to say, to the things from which it re- 
ceives knowledge. The truth also of things Is ac- 
cording to their conformity with their principle. 
namely, the divine intellect. Now this cannot be 
said, properly speaking, of divine truth, unless 
perhaps in so far as truth is appropriated to the 
Son, Who has a principle. But if we speak of 
divine truth in its essence, we cannot under- 
stand this unless the affirmative must be re- 
solved into the negative, as when one says: 
“the Father is of Himself, because He is not 
from another.” Similarly, the divine truth can 
be called “a likeness to the principle,” inasmuch 
as His being is not different from His intellect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not-being, and privation, have 
no truth of themselves, but only in the appre- 
hension of the intellect. Now all apprehension 
of the intellect is from God. Hence all the 
truth that exists in the statement,—‘that a 
person commits fornication is true,” is entirely 
from God. But to argue, “Therefore that this 
person fornicates is from God,” is a fallacy of 
Accident. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether There Is Only One Truth, 
According to Which All Things Are True? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that there is only one truth, according 
to which all things are true. 

Objection 1. For according to Augustine (De 
Trin. xv, ),' nothing is greater than the mind 
of man, except God. Now truth is greater than 
the mind of man; otherwise the mind would be 
the judge of truth, while in fact it judges all 
things according to truth, and not according 
to its own measure. Therefore God alone is 
truth. Therefore there is no other truth but God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Anselm says (De Verit. 
xiv),* that, just as the relation of time is to 
temporal things, so that of truth is to true 
things. But there is only one time for all tem- 
poral things. Therefore there is only one truth, 
by which all things are true. 

On the contrary, it is written (Ps. rt. 2), 
Truths are decayed from among the children 
of men. 

I answer that, In one sense truth, by which all 


1PL 42, 1057. 
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things are true, is one, and in another sense it is 
not. In proof of which we must consider that 
when anything is predicated of many things 
univocally, it is found in each of them accord- 
ing to its proper nature; as animal is found in 
each species of animal. But when anything is 
said of many things analogically, it is found in 
only one of them according to its proper na- 
ture, and from this one the rest are denom- 
inated. So health is predicated of animal, of 
urine, and of medicine; not that health is only 
in the animal, but from the health of the animal 
medicine is called healthy in so far as it is the 
cause of health, and urine is called healthy in 
so far as it indicates health. And although 
health is neither in medicine nor in urine, yet 
in either there is something by which the one 
causes, and the other indicates health. 

Now we have said (A. 1) that truth resides 
primarily in the intellect, and secondarily in 
things, according as they are related to the di- 
vine intellect. If therefore we speak of truth as 
it exists in the intellect, according to its proper 
nature, then are there many truths in many 
created intellects, and even in one and the same 
intellect, according to the number of things 
known. Ilence a gloss on Ps. 11. 2, Truths are 
decayed from among the children of men, 
says®: “As from one man’s face many like- 
nesses are reflected in a mirror, so many truths 
are reflected from the one divine truth.” But if 
we speak of truth as it is in things, then all 
things are true by one primary truth; to which 
each onc is assimilated according to its own en- 
tity. And thus, although the essences or forms 
of things are many, yet the truth of the divine 
intellect is one, according to which all things are 
said to be true. 

Reply Obj. 1. The soul does not judge of all 
things according to any kind of tiuth, but ac- 
cording to the primary truth, in so far as it is 
reflected in the soul, as in a mirror, by reason of 
the first principles of the understanding. It fol- 
lows, therefose, that the primary truth is great- 
er than the soul. And yet, even created truth, 
which resides in our intellect, is greater than 
the soul, not absolutely, but relatively, in so 
far as it is its perfection, even as science may 
be said to be greater than the soul. Yet it is true 
that nothing subsisting is greater than the ra- 
tional mind, except God. 

Reply Obj. 2. The saying of Anselm is cor- 
rect in so far as things are said to be true by 
their relation to the divine intellect. 
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ARTICLE 7. Whether Created Truth Is Eternal? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that created truth is eternal. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Lib. 
Arbit. ii, 8),! Nothing is more eternal than the 
nature of a circle, and that two added to thrce 
make five. But the truth of these is a created 
truth. Therefore created truth is eternal. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is always, is eter- 
nal. But universals are always and everywhere. 
Therefore they are cternal. So therefore is 
truth, which is the most universal. 

O06). 3. Further, it was always true that what 
is true in the present was to be in the future. 
But as the truth of a proposition regarding the 
present is a created truth, so is that of ‘a propo- 
sition regarding the future. Therefore some 
created truth is eternal. 

Obj. 4. Further, all that is without beginning 
and end is eternal. But the truth of enuncia- 
tions is without beginning and end; for if their 
truth had a beginning, since it was not before, 
it was true that truth was not, and true, of 
course, by reason of truth so that truth was be- 
fore it began to be. Similarly, if it be asserted 
that truth has an end, it follows that it is after 
it has ceased to be, for it will stil] be true that 
truth is not. Therefore truth is eternal. 

On the contrary, God alone is eternal, as laid 
down before (a. x, A. 3). 

I answer that, The truth of enunciations is no 
other than the truth of the intellect. For an 
enunciation resides in the intellect, and in 
speech. Now according as it is in the intellect it 
has truth of itself: but according as it is in 
speech, it is called enunciable truth, according 
as it signifies some truth of the intellect, not on 
account of any truth existing in the enunciation, 
as though in a subject. Thus urine is called 
healthy not from any health within it but from 
the health of an animal which it indicates. In 
like manner it has been already said that things 
are called true from the truth of the intellect. 
Hence, if no intellect were eternal, no truth 
would be eternal, Now because only the divine 
intellect is eternal, in it alone truth has eternity. 
Nor does it follow from this that anything else 
but God is eternal, since the truth of the divine 
intellect is God himself, as shown already (A. 
5). 

Reply Obj. 1. The nature of a circle, and the 
fact that two and three make five, have eternity 
in the mind of God. 

Reply Obj. 2. That something is always and 
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everywhere, can be understood in two ways. In 
one way, aS having in itself the power of ex- 
tending to all time and to all places, as it be- 
longs to God to be everywhere and always. In 
the other way as not having in itself determina- 
tion to any place or time, as prime matter is 
said to be one not because it has one form, as 
man is one by the unity of one form, but by the 
absence of all distinguishing form. In this man- 
ner all universals are said to be everywhere and 
always, in so far as universals abstract from 
here and now. It does not, however, follow from 
this that they are eternal, except in an intellect, 
if one exists that is eternal. 

Reply Obj. 3. That which now is, was future, 
before it (actually) was, because it was in its 
cause that it would be. Hence, if the cause were 
removed, that thing’s coming to be was not 
future. But the first cause is alone eternal. 
Hence it does not follow that it was always true 
that what now is would be, except in so far as 
its future being was in the sempiternal cause; 
and God alone is such a cause. 

Reply Obj. 4. Because our intellect is not 
eternal, neither is the truth of enunciable propo- 
sitions which are formed by us eternal, but it 
had a beginning in time. Now before such truth 
existed, it was not true to say that such a truth 
did exist, except by reason of the divine intel- 
lect, in which alone truth is eternal. But it is 
true now to say that that truth did not then ex- 
ist, and this is true only by reason of the truth 
that is now in our intellect, and not by reason 
of any truth in the things. For this is truth con- 
cerning non-being, and non-being has no truth 
of itself, but only so far as our intellect appre- 
hends it. Hence it is true to say that truth did 
not exist, in so far as we apprehend its non- 
being as preceding its being. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Truth Is Immutable? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that truth is immutable. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Lib. Ar- 
bit. ii, 12),? that truth and mind do not rank as 
equals, otherwise truth would be mutable, as 
the mind is. 

Obj. 2. Further, what remains after every 
change is immutable; as prime matter is unbe- 
gotten and incorruptible, since it remains after 
all generation and corruption. But truth re- 
mains after all change, for after every change 
it is true to say that a thing is, or is not. There- 
fore, truth is immutable. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the truth of an enuncia- 
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tion changes, it changes mostly with the chang- 
ing of the thing. But it does not thus change. 
For truth, according to Anselm (De Verit. 
vii),! “is a certain rightness” in so far as a 
thing answers to that which is in the divine 
mind concerning it. But this proposition “Soc- 
rates sits,’ receives from the divine mind the 
signification that Socrates does sit, and it has 
the same signification even though he does not 
sit. Therefore the truth of the proposition in no 
way changes. 

Obj. 4. Further, where there is the same 
cause, there is the same effect. But the same 
thing is the cause of the truth of the three 
propositions, “Socrates sits, will sit, sat.” There- 
fore the truth of each is the same. But one or 
other of these must be the true one. Therefore 
the truth of these propositions remains immu- 
table, and for the same reason, that of any other. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 11. 2), 
Truths are decayed from among the children of 
men, 

I answer that, Truth, properly speaking, is 
only in the intellect, as said before (A. 1), but 
things are called truce in virtue of the truth re- 
siding in an intellect. Hence the mutability of 
truth must be regarded trom the point of view 
of the intellect, the truth of which consists in its 
conformity to the thing understood. Now this 
conformity may vary in two ways, even as any 
other likeness, through change in one of the two 
extremes. Hence in one way truth varics on the 
part of the intellect from the fact that a change 
of opinion occurs about a thing which in itself has 
not changed. and in another way when the thing 
is changed but not the opinion; and in either 
way there can be a change from true to false. 

If, then, there is an intellect wherein there 
can be no alternation of opinions, and the 
knowledge of which nothing can escxpe, in this 
intellect there is immutable truth. Now such is 
the divine intellect, as is clear from what has 
been said before (g. xtv. A. 15). Hence the 
truth of the divine intellect is immutable. But 
the truth of our intellect 1s mutable; not he- 
cause it 18 itself the subject of change, but in so 
far as our intellect changes from truth to fal- 
sity, for thus forms may be called mutable But 
the truth of the divine intellect is that accord- 
ing to which natural things are said to be true, 
and this is altogether immutable. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of divine 
truth. 

Reply Obj. 2. The true and being are con- 
vertible terms. Hence just as being is not gen- 
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erated nor corrupted of itself, but accidentally, 
in so far as this being or that is corrupted or 
generated, as is said in Physics,? so does truth 
change, not so as that no truth remains, but be- 
cause that truth does not remain which was be- 
fore. 

Reply Obj. 3. A proposition not only has 
truth, as other things are said to have it, in so 
far, that is, as they fulfil that which is ordained 
for them by the divine intellect, but it is said to 
have truth in a special way, in so far as it sig- 
nifies the truth of the intellect, which consists 
in the conformity of the intellect with a thing. 
When this is taken away, the truth of an opin- 
jon changes, and consequently the truth of the 
proposition. So therefore this proposition, “Soc- 
rates sits,” is true as long as he is sitting, both 
with the truth of the thing. in so far as the ex- 
pression is significative, and with the truth of 
signification. in so far as it signifies a true opin- 
ion. When Socrates rises, the first truth remains. 
but the second is changed. 

Reply Obj. 4. The sitting of Socrates, which is 
the cause of the truth of the proposition, “Soc- 
rates sits”’ has not the same meaning when 
Socrates sits, after he sits, and before he sits. 
Hence the truth which results, varies, and is 
variously signified by these propositions con- 
cerning present, past, or future. Thus it does not 
follow, though one of the three propositions is 
true, tlt the same truth remains invariable. 


QUESTION XVII 
Or FALSITY 
{Iu Four Articles) 


WE next consider falsity About this four points 
of inquiry arise: (1) Whether falsity exists in 
things? (2) Whether it exists in the sense? (3) 
Whether it exists in the intellect? (,) Concern- 
ing the opposition of the true and the false. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Falsity Exists in Things? 


We procec. thus to the First Article: It ap- 
pears that falsity does not exist in things. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 
8),3 “If the true is that which is, it will be con- 
cluded that the false exists nowhere, whatever 
reason may appeur to the contrary.” 

Obj. 2. Further, false is derived from fallere 
(to deceive). But things do not deceive; “for,” 
as Augustine says (De vera relig. 36),' “they 
show nothing but their own species.” There- 
fore the false is not found in things. 

# Aristotle, 1, 8 (19117). 
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Obj. 3. Further, the true is said to exist in 
things by conformity to the divine intellect, as 
stated above (Q. Xv1, A. 1). But everything, in 
so far as it exists, imitates God. Therefore 
everything is true without admixture of falsity; 
and thus nothing is false. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (ibid. 34): 
“Every body is a true body and a false unity”: 
for it imitates unity without being unity. But 
everything imitates the divine unity, yet falls 
short of it. Therefore in all things falsity exists. 

I answer that, Since true and false are op- 
posed, and since opposites stand in relation to 
the same thing, we must seek falsity where 
primarily we find truth, that is to say, in the in- 
tellect. Now, in things, neither truth nor falsity 
exists, except in relation to the intellect. And 
since evcry thing is denominated absolutely by 
what belongs to it per se, but is denominated 
relatively by what belongs to it accidentally, a 
thing indeed may be called false absolutely 
when compared with the intellect on which it 
depends, and to which it is compared per se, 
hut may be called false only relatively as di- 
rected to another intellect, to which it is com- 
pared accidentally. 

Now natural things depend on the divine in- 
tellect, as artificial things on the human. There- 
fore artificial things are said to be false abso- 
lutely and in themselves, in so far as they fall 
short of the form of the art and so a craftsman 
is said to produce a false work if it falls short 
of the operation of his art. In things that de- 
pend on God, falseness cannot be found, in so 
far as they are compared with the divine in- 
tellect, since whatever takes place in things 
proceeds from the ordinance of that intellect, 
unless perhaps in the case of voluntary agents 
only, who have it in their power to withdraw 
themselves from what is so ordained, wherein 
consists the evil of sin. Thus sins themselves are 
called untruths and hes in the Scriptures, ac- 
cording to the words of the text. Why do you 
love vanity, and seek after lying? (Ps. 4. 3), as 
on the other hand virtuous deeds are called the 
{ruth of life as being obedient to the order of 
the divine intellect. Thus it is said, He that 
doth truth, cometh to the light (John 3. 21). 

But in relation to our intellect, natural things 
which are compared thereto accidentally can be 
called false not absolutely, but relatively, and 
that in two ways. In one way according to the 
thing signified, and thus a thing is said to be 
false as being signified or represented by word 
or thought that is false. In this respect any- 
thing can be said to be false as regards any 
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quality not possessed by it, as if we should say 
that a diameter is a false commensurable thing, 
as the Philosopher says.! So, too, Augustine 
says (Solilog. ii, 10) :? “The true tragedian is a 
false Hector,” even as, on the contrary, any- 
thing can be called true, in regard to that which 
belongs to it. In another way a thing can be 
called false, by way of cause—and thus a thing 
is said to be false that naturally begets a false 
opinion. And because it is innate in us to 
judge of things by external appearances, since 
our knowledge takes its rise from sense, which 
principally and naturally deals with external ac- 
cidents, therefore those external accidents, 
which resemble things other than themselves 
are said to be false with respect to those things; 
thus gall is falsely honey and tin, false silver. 
Regarding this, Augustine says (tbid. 6) that 
we call those things false that appear to our ap- 
prehension like the true; and the Philosopher 
says (loc. cit.): Things are called false “that 
are naturally apt to appear such as they are not, 
or what they are not.” In this way ‘a man is 
called false as delighting in false opinions or 
words, and not because he can invent them; for 
in this way many wise and learned persons 
might be called false,” as stated in the Meta- 
physics. 

Reply Obj. 1, A thing compared with the in- 
tellect is said to be true in respect to what it is 
and false in respect to what it is not. Hence, 
‘The true tragedian is a false Hector,” as stated 
in Solilog. ii (loc. cit.). As, therefore, in things 
that are is found a certain non-being, so in 
things that are is found a degree of falseness. 

Reply Obj. 2. Things do not deceive by their 
own nature, but by accident. For they give oc- 
casion to falsity by the likeness they bear to 
things which they actually are not. 

Reply Obj. 3. Things are said to be false, not 
as compared with the divine intellect, in which 
case they would be false absolutely. but as com- 
pared with our intellect; and thus they are false 
only relatively. 

To the argument which ts urged on the con- 
trary, likeness or defective representation does 
not involve the idea of falsity except in so far 
as it gives occasion to false opinion. Hence a 
thing is not always said to be false because it re- 
sembles another thing, but only when the re- 
semblance is such as naturally to produce a 
false opinion, not in any one case, but in the 
majority of instances. 

1 Metaphysics, V, 29 (102419). 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether There Is Falsity in the 
Senses? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 

seems that falsity is not in the senses. 
' Objection 1. For Augustine says (De vera 
relig. 33):' “If all the bodily senses report as 
they are affected, I do not know what more we 
can require from them.” Thus it seems that we 
are not deceived by the senses; and therefore 
that falsity is not in them. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
falsity is not proper to the senses, but to the 
imagination. 

Obj. 3. Further, in non-complex things there 
is neither true nor false, but in complex things 
only. But to compose and divide do not belong 
to the senses. Therefore in the senses there is 
no falsity. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Soldlog. ii, 
6),° “It appears that the senses entrap us into 
error by their deceptive similitudes.” 

I answer that, Falsity is not to be sought in 
the senses except as truth is in them. Now truth 
is not in them in such a way as that the senses 
know truth, but in so far as they apprehend 
sensible things truly, as said above (Q. XVI, A. 
2), and this takes place through the senses ap- 
prehending things as they are, and hence it 
happens that falsity exists in the senses through 
their apprehending or judging things to be 
otherwise than they really are. 

The knowledge of things by the senses is in 
proportion to the existence of their likeness in 
the senses; and the likeness of a thing can exist 
in the senses in three ways. In the first way, 
primarily and per se, as in sight there is the 
likeness of colours, and of other sensible objects 
proper to it. Secondly, per se, though not pri- 
marily; as in sight there is the likeness of shape, 
size, and of other sensible objects common to 
more than one sense. 

Thirdly, neither primarily nor per se, but ac- 
cidentally, as in sight, there is the likeness of a 
man, not as man. but in so far as it is accidental 
to the coloured object to be a man. 

Sense, then, has no false knowledge about its 
proper objects, except accidentally and rarely, 
and then, because of the unsound organ u# does 
not receive the sensible form rightly; just as 
other passive subjects because of their indis- 
position receive defectively the impressions of 
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the agent. Hence, for instance, it happens that 
on account of an unhealthy tongue sweet seems 
bitter to a sick person. But as to common ob- 
jects of sense, and accidental objects, even a 
rightly disposed sense may have a false judg- 
ment, because it is referred to them not direct- 
ly, but accidentally, or as a consequence of be- 
ing directed to other things. 

Reply Obj. 1. The affection of sense is its 
sensation itself. Hence, from the fact that sense 
reports as it is affected, it follows that we are 
not deceived in the judgment by which we 
judge that we experience sensation. Since. how- 
ever, sense is sometimes affected otherwise than 
the thing is, it follows that it sometimes reports 
the thing to us otherwise than it is; and thus we 
are deceived by sense about the thing, but not 
about the fact of sensation. 

Reply Obj. 2. Falsity is said not to be proper 
to sense, since sense is not deceived as to its 
proper object. Hence in another translation‘ it 
is said more plainly, “Sensc, about its proper 
object, is never false.” Falsity is attributed to 
the imagination, as it represents the likeness of 
something even in its absence. Hence, when 
anyone perceives the likeness of a thing as if it 
were the thing itself, falsity results from such 
an apprehension; and for this reason the Phi- 
losopher says” that shadows, pictures, and 
dreams are said to be false in so far as they 
convey the likeness of things that are not pres- 
ent in substance. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument proves that the 
false is not in the sense as in that which knows 
the true and the false. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Falsity Is in the 
Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that falsity is not in Lhe inte!ect. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII, 
32),° “Everyone who is deceived understands 
not that in which he is deceived.” But falsity is 
said to exist In any knowledge in so far as we 
are deceived by it. Therefore falsity does not 
exist inthe intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says’ that 
“the intellect is always right.” Therefore there 
is no falsity in the intellect. 

On the contrary, It is said in the book on the 
Soul’ that “where there is composition of things 
understood, there is truth and falsehood.” But 
such composition is in the intellect. There- 
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fore truth and falsehood exist in the intellect. 

I answer that, Just as a thing has being by 
its proper form, so the knowing power has 
knowledge by the likeness of the thing known. 
Hence, as natural things cannot fall short of 
the being that belongs to them by their form, 
but may fall short of accidental or consequent 
qualities, even as a man may fail to possess two 
feet, but not fail to be a man, so the knowing 
power cannot fail in knowledge of the thing with 
the likeness of which it is informed, but may fail 
with regard to something consequent upon that 
form, or accidental to it. For it has been said 
(A. 2), that sight is not deceived in its proper 
sensible, but about common sensibles that are 
consequent to that object, or about accidental 
objects of sense. 

Now as the sense is directly informed by the 
likeness of its proper sensible, so is the intellect 
by the likeness of the essence of a thing. Hence 
the intellect is not deccived about the essence of 
a thing, as neither the sense about its proper 
sensible. But in composing and dividing the in- 
tellect may be deceived, by attributing to the 
thing of which it understands the quiddity 
something which is not consequent upon it, or 
is opposed to it. For the intellect is in the same 
position as regards judging of such kind of 
things as sense is as to judging of common, or 
accidental, sensibles. There is, however, this dif- 
ference, as before mentioned regarding truth 
(g. Xvi, A. 2), that falsity can exist in the in- 
tellect not only because the knowledge of the 
intellect is false, but because the intellect is 
conscious of that knowledge, as it is conscious of 
truth; in sense however falsity does not exist as 
known, as stated above (A. 2). 

But because falsity of the intellect is con- 
cerned per se only with the composition of the 
intellect, falsity occurs also accidentally in that 
operation of the intellect whereby it knows the 
essence of a thing, in so far as composition of 
the intellect is mixed up in it. This can take 
place in two ways. In one way, by the intellect 
applying to one thing the definition proper to 
another, as that of a circle to a man. Hence the 
definition of one thing is false of another. In 
another way, by composing a definition of parts 
which cannot be joined together. For thus the 
definition is not only false of the thing, but 
false in itself. A definition such as “a reasonable 
four-footed animal” would be of this kind, and 
the intellect false in making it, for such a state- 
ment as “some reasonable animals are four- 
footed” is false in itself. For this reason the in- 
tellect cannot be false in its knowledge of simple 
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quiddities, but it is either true, or it understands 
nothing at all. 

Reply Obj. 1. Because the quiddity of a thing 
is the proper object of the intellect, we are prop- 
erly said to understand a thing when we reduce 
it to its essence, and judge of it thereby, as takes 
place in demonstrations, in which there is no 
falsity. In this sense Augustine’s words must be 
understood, ‘‘that he who is deceived, under- 
stands not that wherein he is deceived,” and not 
in the sense that no one is ever deceived in any 
operation of the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. The intellect is always right as 
regards first principles, since it is not deceived 
about them for the same reason that it is not 
deceived about what a thing is. For self-known 
principles are such as are known as soon as the 
terms are understood, from the fact that the 
predicate is contained in the definition of the 
subject. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether True and False Are 
Contraries? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that true and false are not contraries. 

Objection 1. For true and false are opposed 
as that which is to that which is not; for 
“truth,” as Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 5),} “is 
that which is.” But that which is and that which 
is are not opposed as contraries. Therefore true 
and false are not contrary things. 

Obj. 2. Further, one of two contraries is not 
in the other. But falsity is in truth, because, as 
Augustine says, (Solilog. ii, 10),? “A tragedian 
would not be a false Hector, if he were not a 
true tragedian.” Therefore true and false are 
not contraries. 

Obj. 3. Further, in God there is no contra- 
riety, for nothing is contrary to the Divine Sub- 
stance, as Augustine says.5 But falsity is op- 
posed to God, for an ido} is called in Scripture 
a lie, They have laid hold on lying (Jer. 8. 5), 
that is to say, “an idol,” as a gloss says.* There- 
fore false and true are not contraries. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says,5 that 
a false opinion is contrary to a true one. 

I answer that, True and false are opposed as 
contraries, and not, as some have said,® as affir- 
mation and negation. In proof of which it must 
be considered that negation neither asserts any- 
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thing nor determines any subject, and can there- 
fore be said of being as of non-being, for in- 
stance not-seeing or not-sitting. But although 
privation asserts nothing, it determines its sub- 
ject, for it is negation in a subject, as stated in 
the Metaphysics ;' for blindness is not said ex- 
cept of one “whose nature it is to see.” Con- 
traries. however, both assert something and de- 
termine the subject, for black is a species of 
colour. Falsity asserts something, for a thing 1s 
false, as the Philosopher says.’ because “some- 
thing is said or seems to be something that it 
is not, or not to be what it is.” For as truth im- 
plies an adequate receiving of a thing. so falsity 
implies the contrary. Hence it is clear that true 
and false are contrarics. 

Reply Ob7. 1. What is in things is the truth of 
the thing; but what is as apprehended, is the 
truth of the intellect, wherein truth primarily 
resides. Hence the false is that which 1s not as 
apprehended. To apprehend being, and non-be- 
ing. implies contrariety; for, as the Philosopher 
proves,’ the contrary of this statement good is 
good is, good is not good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Falsity is not founded in the 
truth which is contrary to it, just as evil is not 
founded in the good which is contrary to it, but 
in that which is its proper subject. This happens 
in either case because true and good are uni- 
versals, and convertible with being. Hence, as 
every privation is founded in a subject, that is, 
a being. so every evil is founded in some good, 
and every falsity in some truth. 

Reply Obj. 3. Because contraries and oppo- 
sites by way of privation are by nature about 
one and the same thing, therefore there 1s noth- 
ing contrary to God, considered in Himself, 
either with respect to His goodness or His truth, 
for in His intellect there can be nothing false. 
But in our apprehension of Him contraries exist, 
for the false opinion concerning Him is con- 
trary to the true. So idols are called lies, op- 
posed to the divine truth, in so far as the false 
opinion concerning them is contrary to the true 
opinion of the divine unity. 


QUESTION XVIII 
THE LIFE OF GOD 
(In Four Articles) 


SINCE to understand belongs to living beings, 

after considering the divine knowledge and in- 

tellect, we must consider the divine life. About 
1 Aristotle, tv, 2 (1004"15); cf. Vv, 22 (102226), 
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this, four points of inquiry arise: (1) To whom 
does it belong to live? (2) What is life? (3) 
Whether life is properly attributed to God? 
(4) Whether all things in God are life? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether To Live Belongs to All 
Natural Things? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that to live belongs to all natural things. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says‘ that 
“Movement is like a kind of life possessed by 
all things existing in nature.” But all natural 
things participate in movement. Therefore all 
natural things share in life. 

Obj. 2. Further, plants are said to live in so 
far as they have in themselves a principle of 
movement of growth and decay. But local move- 
ment is naturally more perfect than, and prior 
to. movement of growth and decay, as the Phi- 
losopher shows.® Since, then, all natural bodies 
have in themselves some principle of local 
movement, it seems that all natural bodies live. 

Obj. 3. Further, amongst natural bodies the 
clements are the less perfect. Yet life is at- 
tributed to them, for we speak of “living wa- 
ters.” Much more, therefore, have other natural 
bodies life. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vi, 1)® that “The last echo of life is heard in 
the plants,” whereby it is inferred that their 
life is life in its lowest degree. But inanimate 
bodies are below plants. Therefore they have 
not life. 

I answer that, We can gather to what things 
life belongs and to what it does not from such 
things as manifestly possess life. Now life mani- 
festly belongs to animals. for it is said in the 
book on Plants’ that “in animals life is mani- 
fest.” We must. therefore, distinguish living 
from non-living things by compar.ag therm to 
that by reason of which animals are said to live, 
and this it is in which hfe is manifested first 
and remains last. We say then that an animal 
begins to live when it begins to move of itself, 
and as long as such movement appears in it, so 
Jong is it considered to be alive When it no 
longer has any movement of itself, but is only 
moved by another power, then its life is said to 
fail, and the animal to be dead. From this it is 
clear that those things are properly called living 
that move themselves by some kind of move- 
ment, whether it be movement properly so 
called, as the act of an imperfect thing, that is, 
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of a thing in potency, is called movement; or 
movement in a more general sense, as when said 
of the act of a perfect thing, as understanding 
and feeling are called movement according to 
the book on the Soul.! Accordingly all things are 
said to be alive that determine themselves to 
movement or operation of any kind; but those 
things that cannot by their nature do so, cannot 
be called living, unless by some likeness. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of the Philosopher 
may be understood either of the first movement, 
namely, that of the celestial bodies, or of move- 
ment in its general sense. In either way is move- 
ment called the life, as it were, of natural bodies, 
speaking by a likeness, and not attributing it to 
them as their property. The movement of the 
heavens is in the universe of corporeal natures 
as the movement of the heart, whereby life is 
preserved, is in animals. Similarly also every 
natural movement in respect to natural things 
has a certain likeness to the operations of life. 
Hence, if the whole corporeal universe were one 
animal, so that its movement came from an in- 
trinsic moving force, as some have held, in that 
case movement would really be the life of all 
natural bodies. 

Reply Obj. 2. Movement does not belong to 
bodies, whether heavy or light, except in so far 
as they are displaced from their natural condi- 
tions, as being out of their proper place; for 
when they are in the place that is proper and 
natural to them, then they are at rest. Plants 
and other living things move with vital move- 
ment in accordance with the disposition of 
their nature, but not by approaching thereto, or 
by receding from it, for in so far as they recede 
from such movement, so far do they recede 
from their natural disposition. And further- 
more, “Heavy and light bodies are moved by 
an extrinsic mover, either generating them and 
giving them form, or removing obstacles from 
their way,” as it 1s stated in the Physics? They 
do not therefore move themselves. as do living 
bodies. 

Reply Obj7. 3. Waters are called living that 
have a cuntinuous current, for standing waters 
that are not connected with a continually flow- 
ing source are called dead, as in cisterns and 
ponds. This is merely a likeness, in so far as the 
movement they are seen to possess makes them 
look as if they were alive. Yet this is not life 
in them in its real sense, since this movement 
of theirs is not from themselves but from the 
cause that generates them. The same is the case 
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with the movement of other heavy and light 
bodies. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Life Is an Operation? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that life is an operation. 

Objection 1. For nothing is divided except 
into parts of the same genus. But life is divided 
by certain operations, as is clear from the Phi- 
losopher® who distinguishes four kinds of life, 
namely the use of food, sensation, local move- 
ment, and understanding. Therefore life is an 
operation. 

Obj. 2. Further, the active life is said to be 
different from the contemplative. But the con- 
templative is only distinguished from the active 
by certain operations. Therefore life is an opera- 
tion. 

0bj. 3. Further, to know God is an operation. 
But this is life, as is clear from the words of 
John 18. 3, Now this is eternal life, that they 
may know Thee, the only true God. Therefore 
life is an operation. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ ‘In 
living things to live is to be.” 

I answer that, As is clear from what has been 
said (Q. XVII, A. 3), our intellect, which knows 
the quiddity of a thing as its proper object, 
takes from the sense, of which the proper ob- 
jects are external accidents. Hence from external 
appearances we come to the knowledge of the 
essence of things. And because we name a thing 
in accordance with our knowledge of it, as is 
clear from what has already been said (y.’x1I, 
A. 1), so from external properties names are 
often imposed to signify essences. Hence such 
names are sometimes taken strictly to denote 
the essence itself, the signification of which is 
their principal purpose; but sometimes, and less 
strictly. to denote the properties by reason of 
which they are imposed, And so we see that the 
word “body” is used to denote a genus of sub- 
stances from the fact of their possessing three 
dimensions, and is sometimes taken to denote 
the dimensions themselves, in which sense body 
is said to be a species of quantity. 

The same must be said of life. The name is 
given from a certain external appearance, name- 
ly, self-movement, yet not precisely to signify 
this, but rather a substance to which self-move- 
ment and the application of itself to any kind 
of operation, belong naturally. To live, accord- 
ingly, is nothing else than to be in this or that 
nature; and life signifies this, though in the ab- 
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stract, just as the word running denotes to run 
in the abstract. 

Hence living is not an accidental but an es- 
sential predicate. Sometimes, however, life is 
used less properly for the operations from which 
its name is taken, and thus the Philosopher 
says! that “to live is principally to sense or to 
understand.” 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher here takes to 
live to mean an operation of life. Or it would be 
better to say that sensation and intelligence and 
the like are sometimes taken for the operations. 
sometimes for the being itself of the operator. 
For he says* that to be is ‘to sense or to under- 
stand’—in other words, to have a nature ca- 
pable of sensation or understanding. Thus, then, 
he distinguishes life by the four operations men- 
tioned. For in this lower world there are four 
kinds of living things. It is the nature of some 
to be capable of nothing more than taking nour- 
ishment, and, as a consequence, of growing and 
generating. Others are able, in addition, to 
sense, as we see in the case of shellfish and other 
animals without movement. Others have the 
further power of moving from place to place, as 
perfect animals, such as quadrupeds, and birds, 
and so on. Others, as man, have the still higher 
faculty of understanding. 

Reply Obj. 2. By vital operations are meant 
those whose principles are within the operator, 
and in virtue of which the operator produces 
such operations of itself. It happens that there 
exist in men not merely such natural principles 
of certain operations as are their natural pow- 
ers, but something over and above these, such 
as habits inclining them like a second nature to 
particular kinds of operations, so that the opera- 
tions become sources of pleasure. Thus, as by a 
kind of likeness, any kind of work in which a 
man takes delight, so that his bent is towards it, 
his time spent in it, and his whole life ordered 
with a view to it, is said to be the life of that 
man. Hence some are said to lead a life of self- 
indulgence, others a life of virtue. In this way 
the contemplative life is distinguished from the 
active, and thus to know God is said to be life 
eternal. 

From this the Reply to the third objection is 
clear. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Life Is Properly Attributed 
to God? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that life is not properly attributed to 
God, 
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Objection 1. For things are said to live ac- 
cording as they move themselves, as previously 
stated (AA, I, 2). But to be moved does not be- 
long to God. Neither therefore does life. 

Obj. 2. Further, in all living things we must 
suppose some principle of living. Hence it is 
said by the Philosopher*® that “the soul is the 
cause and principle of the living body.” But 
God has no principle. Therefore life cannot be 
attributed to Him. 

Obj. 3. Further, the principle of life in the 
living things that exist among us is the vege- 
tative soul. But this exists only in corporeal 
things. Therefore life cannot be attributed to 
incorporeal things. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 83. 3): My 
heart and my flesh have rejoiced in the living 
God. 

I answer that, Life is in the highest degree 
properly in God. In proof of this it must be con- 
sidered that since a thing is said to live in so far 
as it operates of itself and not as moved by an- 
other, the more perfectly this is found in any- 
thing. the more perfect is the life of that thing. 
In things that move and are moved a threefold 
order is found. In the first place the end moves 
the agent, and the principal agent is that which 
acts through its iorm, and sometimes it does so 
through sume instrument that acts by virtue not 
of its own form, but of the principal agent, and 
does no more than execute the action. Accord- 
ingly there are things that move themselves not 
in respect of any form or end naturally inher- 
ent in them, but only in respect of the executing 
of the movement. the form by which they act. 
and the end of the action being alike deter- 
mined for them by their nature. Of this kind are 
plants, which move themselves according to the 
form given to them by nature, with regard to 
growth and decay. 

Other things have self-movement in a higher 
degree, that is, not only with regard to cxecut- 
ing the movement, but even as regards the form 
which is the j-rinciple of movement, which form 
they acquire of themselves. Of this kind are 
animals, in which the principle of movement is 
not a naturally implanted form, but one re- 
ceived through sense. Hence the more perfect is 
their sense, the more perfect is their power of 
self-movement. Such as have only the sense of 
touch, as shellfish, move only with the motion 
of expansion and contraction; and thus their 
movement hardly exceeds that of plants. But 
such as have the sensitive power in perfection, 
so as to recognize not only what is joined to and 

® Soul, 11, 4 (4158). 
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touches them, but also objects apart from them- 
selves, can move themselves to a distance by 
progressive movement. 

Yet although animals of the latter kind re- 
ceive through sense the form that is the prin- 
ciple of their movement, nevertheless they can- 
not of themselves propose to themselves the 
end of their operation, or movement; for this 
has been implanted in them by nature, and by 
natural instinct they are moved to any action 
through the form apprehended by sense. Hence 
such animals as move themselves in respect to 
an end they themselves propose are superior to 
these. This can only be done by reason and in- 
tellect, whose province it is to know the pro- 
portion between the end and the means to that 
end, and to order the one to the other. Hence 
a more perfect degree of life is that of intelli- 
gent beings, for their power of self-movement 
is more perfect. This is shown by the fact that 
in one and the same man the intellectual power 
moves the sensitive powers, and these by their 
command move the organs which carry out the 
movement. Thus in the arts we see that the art 
of using a ship, that is, the art of navigation, 
rules the art of ship-designing; and this in its 
turn rules the art that is only concerned with 
preparing the material for the ship. 

But although our intellect moves itself to 
some things, yet others are supplied by nature, 
as for example first principles. which it cannot 
doubt, and the last end, which it cannot will. 
Hence, although with respect to some things it 
moves itself, yet with regard to other things it 
must be moved by another. Therefore that being 
whose act of understanding is its very nature, 
and which, in what it naturally possesses, is not 
determined by another, must have life in the 
most perfect degree. Such is God; and hence in 
Him principally is life. From this the Philos- 
opher concludes! after showing God to be in- 
telligent, that God has life most perfect and 
eternal, since His intellect is most perfect and 
always in act. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated in the Metaphysics,? 
action is two-fold. Actions of one kind pass out 
to external matter, as to heat or to cut, whilst 
actions of the other kind remain in the agent, as 
to understand, to sense, and to will. The differ- 
ence between them is this, that the former ac- 
tion is the perfection not of the agent that 
moves, but of the thing moved, while the latter 
action is the perfection of the agent. Hence, be- 
cause movement is an act of the thing in move- 

1 Metaphysics, xu, 7 (107227). 

2 Aristotle, 1x, 8 (1050*22). 
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ment, the latter action, in so far as it is in the 
act of the operator, is called its movement, by 
this likeness, that as movement is an act of the 
thing moved, so an act of this kind is the act of 
the agent, although movement is an act of the 
imperfect, that is, of what is in potency, while 
this kind of act is an act of the perfect, that is 
to say, of what is in act as stated in the book on 
the Soul.3 In the sense, therefore, in which un- 
derstanding is movement, that which under- 
stands itself is said to move itself. It is in this 
sense that Plato also taught that God moves 
Himself,‘ not in the sense in which movement 
is an act of the imperfect. 

Reply Obj. 2. As God is His own very being 
and understanding, so is He His own life; and 
therefore He so lives that He has no principle of 
life. 

Reply Obj. 3. Life in this lower world is be- 
stowed on a corruptible nature that needs gen- 
eration to preserve the species and nourishment 
to preserve the individual. For this reason life 
is not found here below apart from a vegetative 
soul; but this does not hold good with incor- 
ruptible things. 


ArTICLE 4. Whether All Things Are Life in 
God? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that not all things are life in God. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Acts 17. 28), Jn 
Him we live, and move, and be. But not all 
things in God are movement. Therefore not all 
things are life in Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, all things are in God as their 
first exemplar. But things typified ought to con- 
form to the exemplar. Since, then, not all things 
have life in themselves, it seems that not all 
things are life in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, as Augustine says (De vera 
relig. 29),° a living substance is better than a 
substance that does not live. If, therefore, 
things which in themselves have not life, are 
life in God, it seems that things exist more truly 
in God than in themselves. But this appears to 
be false; since in themselves they are in act, but 
in God in potency. 

0b). 4. Further, just as good things and things 
made in time are known by God, so are bad 
things, and things that God can make, but that 
never will be made. If, therefore, all things are 
life in God, in so far as they are known by Him, 
it seems that even bad things and things that 

3 Aristotle, m1, 7 (4316). 
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will never be made are life in God, as known by 
Him, and this appears inadmissible. 

On the contrary (John 1. 3, 4), It is said, 
What was made, in Him was life. But all things 
were made, except God. Therefore all things are 
life in God. 

I answer that, In God to live is to understand, 
as before stated (A. 3). In God intellect, the 
thing understood, and the act of understanding, 
are one and the same. Hence whatever is in God 
as understood is the very living or life of God. 
Now, therefore, since all things that have been 
made by God are in Him as things understood, 
it follows that all things in Him are the divine 
life itself. 

Reply Obj. 1. Creatures are said to be in God 
in a twofold sense. In one way, so far as they 
are held together and preserved by the divine 
power, even as we say that things that are in 
our power are in us. And creatures are thus said 
to be in God, even as they exist in their own 
natures. In this sense we must understand the 
words of the Apostle when he says, /n Him we 
live, and move, and be, since our being, living, 
and moving are themselves caused by God. In 
another sense things are said to be in God as in 
Him who knows them, in which sense they are 
in God through their proper ideas, which in God 
are not distinct from the divine essence. Hence 
things as they are in God are the divine essence. 
And since the divine essence is life and not 
movement, it follows that things in God in this 
manner of speaking are not movement, but. life. 

Reply Obj. 2 The thing typified must be like 
the type according to the form, not the mode of 
being. For sometimes the form has being of an- 
other kind in the exemplar from that which it 
has in the thing typified. Thus the form of a 
house has in the mind of the architect imma- 
terial and intelligible being, but in the house 
that exists outside his soul, material and sensible 
being. Hence the ideas of things, though not 
living in themselves, are life in the divine mind, 
as having a divine being in that mind. 

Reply Obj. 3. Ti form only, and not matter, 
belonged to natural things, then in all respects 
natural things would exist more truly in the 
divine mind, by the ideas of them, than in 
themselves. For which reason, in fact, Plato 
held! that the separate man was the true man; 
and that material man is man only by participa- 
tion. But since matter enters into the being of 
natural things, we must say that those things 
have being absolutely in the divine mind more 


1 Cf. Augustine, Epist., 1 (PL 33, 04); Eptst., cxvuy, 3 
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truly than in themselves, because in that mind 
they have an uncreated being, but in themselves 
a created being, while to be this particular be- 
ing, a man, or a horse, for example, is realized 
more truly in its own nature than in the divine 
mind, because it belongs to the truth of man to 
be material, which, as existing in the divine 
mind, he is not. Even so a house has nobler be- 
ing in the architect’s mind than in matter; yet 
a material house is called a house more truly 
than the one which exists in the mind, since the 
former is a house in act, the latter only in po- 
tency. 

Reply Obj. 4. Although bad things are in 
God’s knowledge as being comprehended under 
that knowledge, yet they are not in God as cre- 
ated by Him, or preserved by Him, or as having 
their type in Him. They are known by God 
through the types of good things. Hence it can- 
not be said that bad things are life in God. 
Those things that are not in time may be called 
life in God in so far as life means understand- 
ing only, and in so far as they are understood by 
God, but not in so far as life implies a principle 
of operation. 


QUESTION XIX 
THE WILL OF GOD 
(In Twelve Articles) 


AFTER considering the things belonging to the 
divine knowledge, we consider what belongs to 
the divine will. The first consideration is about 
the divine will itself; the second about what be- 
longs absolutely to His will (9. xx); the third 
about what belongs to the intellect in relation 
to His will (q. xx1r). About His will itself there 
are twelve points of inquiry: (1) Whether there 
is will in God? (2) Whether God wills things 
apart from Himself? (3) Whether whatever 
God wills, He wills necessarily? (4) Whether 
the will of God is the cause of things? (5) 
Whether any cause can be assigned to the di- 
vine will? (6) Whether the divine will is al- 
ways fulfilled? (7) Whether the will of God is 
mutablee (8) Whether the will of God imposes 
necessity on the things willed? (9) Whether 
there is in God the will of evil things? (10) 
Whether God has free choice? (11) Whether 
the will of sign is distinguished in God? (12) 
Whether five signs of will are rightly assigned 
to the divine will? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Will in God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: lt 
seems that there is not will in God. 
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Objection 1. For the object of will is the end 
and the good. But we cannot assign to God any 
end. Therefore there is not will in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, will is a kind of appetite. But 
appetite, as it is directed to things not pos- 
sessed, implies imperfection, which does not be- 
long to God. Therefore there is not will in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philoso- 
pher,! “the will moves, and is moved.” But God 
is the first mover, Himself unmoved, as proved 
in the Physics.2 Therefore there is not will in 
God. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. 12. 
2): That you may prove what is the will of 
God. 

I answer that, There is will in God, as there 
is intellect, since will follows upon intellect. For 
as natural things have actual being by their 
form, so the intellect is actually intelligent by 
its intelligible form. Now everything has this 
disposition towards its natural form, that when 
it has it not it tends towards it, and when it has 
it, it is at rest in it. It is the same with every 
natural perfection, which is a natural good. 
This disposition to goodin things without knowl- 
edge is called natural appetite. Hence also in- 
tellectual natures have a like disposition to good 
as apprehended through its intelligible form, so 
as to rest in it when possessed, and when not 
possessed to seek to possess it, both of which 
pertain to the will. Hence in every intellectual 
being there is will, just as in every sensible be- 
ing there is animal appetite. And so there must 
be will in God, since there is intellect in Him. 
And as His act of understanding is His own be- 
ing, so is His will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although nothing apart from 
God is His end, yet He Himself is the end with 
respect to all things made by Him. And this by 
His essence, for by His essence He is good, as 
shown above (Q. VI, A. 3), for the end has the 
aspect of good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Will in us belongs to the ap- 
petitive part, which, although named from appe- 
tite, has not for its only act the seeking what it 
does not possess, but also the loving and de- 
lighting in what it does possess. In this respect 
will is said to be in God, as having always good 
which is its object, since. as already said (add), 
it is not distinct from His essence. 

Reply Obj, 3. A will the principal object of 
which is a good outside itself must be moved 
by another; but the object of the divine will is 
His goodness, which is His essence. Hence, since 
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the will of God is His essence, it is not moved 
by another than itself, but by itself alone, in the 
same sense as understanding and willing are 
said to be movement. This is what Plato meant 
when he said that the first mover moves itself.* 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Wiis Things Apart 
from Himself? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God does not will things apart from 
Himself. 

Objection 1. For the divine will is the divine 
being. But God is not other than Himself. 
Therefore He does not will things other than 
Himself. 

Obj. 2. Further, the willed moves the willer, 
as the thing desired the appetite, as stated in 
the book on the Soul.‘ If, therefore, God wills 
anything apart from Himself, His will must be 
moved by another, which is impossible. 

Obj. 3. Further, if what is willed suffices the 
willer, he seeks nothing beyond it. But His own 
goodness suffices God, and completely satisfies 
His will. Therefore God does not will anything 
apart from Himself. 

Obj. 4. Further, acts of the will are multi- 
plied in proportion to the number of things 
willed. If, therefore, God wills Himself and 
things apart from Himself, it follows that the 
act of His will is manifold, and consequently 
His being, which is His will. But this is impos- 
sible. Therefore God does not will things apart 
from Himself. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (I Thess. 
4. 3): This is the will of God, your sanctifica- 
tion, 

I answer that; God wills not only Himself, 
but other things apart from Himself. This is 
clear from the comparison which we made 
above (A. 1). For natural things have a natural 
inclination not only towards their own proper 
good, to acquire it if not possessed, and, if pos- 
sessed, to rest therein, but also to spread abroad 
their own good amongst others, so far as pos- 
sible. Hence we sec that every agent, in so far 
as it is perfect and in act, produces its like. It 
pertains, therefore, to the nature of the will to 
communicate as far as possible to others the 
good possessed; and especially does this pertain 
to the divine will, from which all perfection is 
derived in some kind of likeness. Hence, if nat- 
ural things, in so far as they are perfect, com- 
municate their good to others, much more does 
it pertain to the divine will to communicate by 
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likeness its own good to others as much as is 
possible. Thus, then, He wills both Himself to 
be, and other things to be; but Himself as the 
end, and other things as ordered to that end, in 
so far as it befits the divine goodness that other 
things should be partakers therein. 

Reply Obj. 1. The divine will is God’s own 
being essentially, yet they differ in aspect, ac- 
cording to the different ways of understanding 
them and expressing them, as is clear from what 
has been already said (Q. x1, A. 4). For when 
we say that God exists, no relation to any other 
thing is implied, as we do imply when we say 
that God wills. Therefore, although He is not 
anything other than Himself, yet He does will 
things other than Himself, 

Reply Obj. 2. In things willed for the sake of 
the end, the whole reason for our being moved 
is the end, and this it is that moves the will, as 
most clearly appears in things willed only for 
the sake of the end. He who wills to take a bit- 
ter draught, in doing so wills nothing else than 
health, and this alone moves his will. It is dif- 
ferent with one who takes a draught that is 
sweet, which anyone may will to do, not only for 
the sake of health, but also for its own sake. 
Hence, although God wills things apart from 
Himself only for the sake of the end. which is 
His own goodness as we have said, it does not 
follow that anything else moves His will, except 
His goodness. So, as He understands things 
apart from Himself by understanding His own 
essence, so He wills things apart from Himself 
by willing His own goodness, 

Reply Obj. 3. From the fact that His own 
goodness suffices the divine will, it does not fol- 
low that it wills nothing else, but rather that 
it wills nothing except by reason of its goodness. 
Thus, too, the divine intellect, though its per- 
fection consists in its very knowledge of the 
divine essence, yet in that essence knows other 
things. 

Reply Obj. 4. As the divine intellect is one, 
as seeing the many only in the one, in the same 
way the divine will is one and simple, as willing 
the many only through the one, that is, through 
its own goodness. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Whatever God Wiis He 
Wills Necessarily? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that whatever God wills He wills neces- 
sarily. 

Objection 1. For everything eternal is neces- 
sary. But whatever God wills He wills from 
eternity, for otherwise His will would be mu- 
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table. Therefore whatever He wills, He wills 
necessarily. 

Obj. 2. Further, God wills things apart from 
Himself since He wills His own goodness. Now 
God wills His own goodness necessarily. There- 
fore He wills things apart from Himself neces- 
sarily. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is natural to God 
is necessary, for God is of Himself necessary 
being, and the principle of all necessity, as 
above shown (QqQ. 11, A. 3). But it is natural to 
Him to will whatever He wills, since in God 
there can be nothing besides His nature as stated 
in the Metaphysics.' Therefore whatever He 
wills. He wills necessarily. 

Obj. 4. Further, being that is not necessary 
and being that is possible not to be are one and 
the same thing. If, therefore, God does not nec- 
essarily will a thing that He wills, it is possible 
for Him not to will it, and therefore possible 
for Him to will what He does not will. And so 
the divine will is contingent upon one or the 
other of two things, and imperfect, since every- 
thing contingent is imperfect and mutable. 

Obj 5. Further, on the part of that which is 
indifferent to one or the other of two things, no 
action results unless it is inclined to one or the 
other by some other power, as the Commenta- 
tor says on the second book of the Physics. If, 
then, the Will of God is indifferent with regard 
to anything, it follows that His determination 
to act comes from another; and thus He has 
some cause prior to Himself. 

Obj, 6. Further, whatever God knows, He 
knows necessarily. But as the divine knowledge 
is His essence, so is the divine will. Therefore 
whatever God wills He wills necessarily. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Eph. 1. 
11): Who worketh all things according to the 
counsel of His will. Now, what we «ork accord- 
ing to the counsel of the will, we do not will 
necessarily. Therefore God does not will nec- 
essarily whatever He wills. 

f answer that, There are two ways in which a 
thing is said to be necessary, namely. absolute- 
ly, and by supposition. We judge a thing to be 
absolutely necessary from the relation of the 
terms, as when the predicate forms part of the 
definition of the subject; thus it is necessary 
that man is an animal. It is the same when the 
subject forms part of the notion of the predi- 
cate; thus it is necessary that a number must be 
odd or even. In this way it is not necessary that 
Socrates sits, and so it is not necessary abso- 

t Aristotle, v, 5 (101515). 

2 Averroes, comm. 48 (Iv, 68K). 


FIRST PART Q. 19. ART. 4 


jutely, though it may be so by supposition; for, 
granted that he is sitting, he must necessarily 
sit, as long as he is sitting. 

Accordingly as to things willed by God, we 
must observe that He wills something of ab- 
solute necessity, but this is not true of all that 
He wills. For the divine will has a necessary re- 
lation to the divine goodness, since that is its 
proper object. Hence God wills His own good- 
ness necessarily, even as we will our own hap- 
piness necessarily, and as any other power has 
necessary relation to its proper and principal 
object, for instance the sight to colour, since it 
tends to it by its own nature. But God wills 
things apart from Himself in so far as they are 
ordered to His own goodness as their end. Now 
in willing an end we do not necessarily will 
things that lead to it, unless they are such that 
the end cannot be attained without them; as, 
for example, we will to take food to preserve 
life, or to take ship in order to cross the sea. 
But we do not necessarily will things without 
which the end is attainable, such as a horse for 
a journey which we can take on foot, for we can 
make the journey without one. The same ap- 
plies to other means. Hence, since the goodness 
of God is perfect, and can exist without other 
things since no perfection can accrue to Him 
from them, it follows that His willing things 
apart from Himself is not absolutely necessary. 
Yet it can be necessary by supposition, for sup- 
posing that He wills a thing, then He is unable 
not to will it, as His will cannot change. 

Reply Obj. 5. From the fact that God wills 
from eternity whatever He wills, it does not fol- 
low that He wills it necessarily, except by sup- 
position. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although God necessarily wills 
His own goodness, He does not necessarily will 
things willed on account of His goodness, for it 
can exist without other things. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is not natural to God to will 
any of those other things that He does not will 
necessarily; and yet it is not unnatural or con- 
trary to His nature, but voluntary. 

Reply Obj. 4. Sometimes a necessary cause 
has a non-necessary relation to an effect, owing 
to a deficiency in the effect, and not in the 
cause. Even so, the sun’s power has a non-nec- 
essary relation to some contingent events on 
this earth, owing to a defect not in the solar 
power, but in the effect that proceeds not nec- 
essarily from the cause. In the same way, that 
God does not necessarily will some of the things 
that He wills does not result from defect in the 
divine will, but from a defect belonging to the 
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nature of the thing willed, namely, that the per- 
fect goodness of God can be without it: and 
such defect accompanies all created goad. 

Reply Obj. 5. A naturally contingent cause 
must be determined to the effect by some exter- 
nal power. The divine will, which by its nature 
is necessary, determines itself to will things to 
which it has no necessary relation. 

Reply Obj. 6. As the divine being is necessary 
of itself, so is the divine will and the divine 
knowledge; but the divine knowledge has a nec- 
essary relation to the thing known; not however 
the divine will to the thing willed. The reason 
for this is that knowledge is of things as they 
exist in the knower, but the will is directed to 
things as they exist in themselves. Since then 
all other things have necessary existence ac- 
cording as they exist in God, but no absolute 
necessity so as to be necessary in themselves, 
in so far as they exist in themselves, it follows 
that God knows necessarily whatever He knows, 
but does not will necessarily whatever He wills. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Will of God Is the 
Cause of Things? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the will of God is not the cause of 
things. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv, 1):! “As our sun, not by reason nor by pre- 
election, but by its very being, enlightens all 
things that can participate in its light, so the 
divine good by its very essence pours the rays of 
its goodness upon everything that exists.” But 
every voluntary agent acts by reason and pre- 
election. Therefore God does not act by will, 
and so His wiles not the cause, of things. 

Obj, 2. Further, The first in any order is that 
which is essentially so; thus in the order of 
burning things, that comes first which is fire by 
its essence. But God is the first agent. There- 
fore He acts by His essence; and that is His 
nature. He acts then by nature, and not by will. 
Therefore the divine will is not the cause of 
things. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is the cause of any- 
thing through being such a thing, is the cause 
by nature, and not by will. For fire is the cause 
of heat as being itself hot, while an architect is 
the cause of a house because he wills to build 
it. Now Augustine says,’ ‘“Because God is good, 
we exist.” Therefore God is the cause of things 
by His nature, and not by His will. 

Obj. 4. Further, Of one thing there is one 

1PG 3, 693. 
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cause. But the cause of created things is the 
knowledge of God, as we said before (q. x1V, 
A. 8). Therefore the will of God cannot be con- 
sidered the cause of things. 

On the contrary, It is said (Wis. 11. 26), 
How could anything endure, if Thou wouldst 
not? 

I answer that, We must hold that the will of 
God is the cause of things, and that He acts by 
the will, and not, as some have supposed, by a 
necessity of His nature. 

This can be shown in three ways: First, from 
the order itself of active causes. Since “intellect 
and nature” act for an end, as proved in the 
Physics,’ the natural agent must have the end 
and the necessary means predetermined for it 
by some higher intellect; as, for example, the 
end and definite movement is predetermined for 
the arrow by the archer. Hence the intellectual 
and voluntary agent must precede the agent 
that acts by nature. Hence, since God is first in 
the order of agents, He must act by intellect 
and will, 

This is shown, secondly, from the character 
of a natural agent, of which the property is to 
produce one effect; for nature operates in one 
and the same way, unless it be prevented. This 
is because the nature of the act is according to 
the nature of the agent, and hence as Jong as it 
has that nature, ity acts will be in accordance 
with that nature, for every natural agent has a 
determinate heing. Since, then, the Divine Be- 
ing is wndetermined, and contains in Himself 
the full perfection of being, it cannot be that 
He acts by a necessity of His nature, unless 
He were to cause something undetermined 
and infinite in being; and that this is im- 
possible has been already shown (Q. vil, A. 2). 
He does not, therefore, act by a necessity 
of His nature, but determined effects procced 
from His own infinite perfection accord- 
ing to the determination of His will and in- 
tellect. 

Thirdly, it is shown by the relation of effects 
to their cause. For effects proceed from the 
agent that causes them. in so far as they pre- 
exist in the agent, since cvery agent produces its 
like. Now effects pre-exist in their cause after 
the mode of the cause. Therefore since the Di- 
vine Being is His own intellect, effects pre-exist 
in Him after the mode of intellect, and there- 
fore proceed from Him after the same mode. 
Consequently, they proceed from Him after the 
mode of will, for His inclination to doing what 
His intellect has conceived pertains to the will. 
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Therefore the will of God is the cause of things. 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius in these words does 
not intend to exclude election from God abso- 
lutely, but only in a certain sense, in so far, that 
is, as He communicates His goodness not mere- 
ly to certain beings, but to all, and as election 
implies a certain distinction. 

Reply Obj. 2. Because the essence of God is 
His intellect and will, from the fact of His act- 
ing by His essence it follows that He acts after 
the mode of intellect and will. 

Reply Obj. 3. Good is the object of the will. 
The words, therefore, “Because God is good, 
we exist,” are true in so far as His goodness is 
the reason of His willing all other things, as said 
before (A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 4. Even in us the cause of one and 
the same effect is knowledge as directing it, 
whereby the form of the work is conceived, and 
will as commanding it. since the form as it is in 
the intellect only is not determined to cxist or 
not to exist in the effect except by the will. 
Hence, the speculative intellect has nothing to 
say {0 operation. But the power is cause, aS ex- 
ecuting the effect, since it denotes the imme- 
diate principle of operation. But in God all 
these things are one. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether .iny Cause Can Be 
Assigned to the Divine Will? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that some cause can be assigned to the 
divine will. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (QQ. UXXXTII, 
46).2 ‘Who would venture to say that God 
made all things irrationallye” But to a volun- 
tary agent, what is the reason of operating is 
also the cause of willing. Therefore the will of 
God has some cause. 

Obj 2. Further, in things made vy one who 
wills to make them, and whose will is influenced 
by no cause, there can be no cause assigned ex- 
cept the will of him who wills. But the will of 
God is the cause of all things, as has been al- 
ready shown (A. 4). If, then. there is no cause 
of His Will, we cannot seck in any natural things 
any cause except the divine will alone. Thus all 
science would he in vain. since science seeks to 
assign causes to effects. This seems inadmissible, 
and therefore we must assign some cause to the 
divine will. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is done by the one who 
wills on account of no cause, depends abso- 
lutely on his will. If, therefore, the will of God 
has no cause, it follows that all things made de- 
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pend simply on His will, and have no other 
cause. But this also is not admissible. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXII, 
28):! “Every efficient cause is greater than the 
thing effected.” But nothing is greater than the 
will of God. We must not then seek for a cause 
of it. 

I answer that, In no way has the will of God 
a cause. In proof of this we must consider that 
since the will follows from the intellect there is 
a cause of the will in the person that wills, in 
the same way as there is a cause of the under- 
standing in the person that understands. The 
case with the understanding is this, that if the 
premiss and its conclusion are understood sep- 
arately from each other, the understanding the 
premiss is the cause that the conclusion is 
known. If the understanding perceive the con- 
clusion in the premiss itself, apprehending both 
the one and the other at the same glance, in this 
case the knowing of the conclusion would not 
be caused by understanding the premisses, since 
a thing cannot be its own cause; and yet, it 
would be true that the thinker would under- 
stand the premisses to be the cause of the con- 
clusion. Jt is the same with the will, with re- 
spect to which the end stands in the same rela- 
tion to the means to the end as do the premisses 
to the conclusion with regard to the understand- 
ing. 

Hence, if anyone in one act wills an end, and 
in another act the means to that end, his willing 
the end will be the cause of his willing the 
means. This cannot be the case if in one act he 
wills both end and means, for a thing cannot be 
its own cause. Yet it will be true to say that he 
wills to order to the end, the means to the end. 

Now as God by one act understands all things 
in His essence, so by one act He wills all things 
in His goodness. Hence, as in God to under- 
stand the cause 1s not the cause of His under- 
standing the effect, for He understands the ef- 
fect in the cause, so, in Him, to will an end is 
not the cause of His willing the means, yet He 
wills the ordering of the means to the end. 
Therefore He wills this to be as means to that, 
but does not will this on account of that. 

Reply 067. 1. The will of God is reasonable 
not because anything is to God a cause of will- 
ing, but in so far as He wills one thing to be on 
account of another. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since God wills effects to pro- 
ceed from causes that are fixed, for the preser- 
vation of order in the universe, it is not super- 
fluous to seek for causes secondary to the divine 
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will. It would, however, be superfluous to do so 
if such were sought after as primary, and not 
as dependent on the will of God. In this sense 
Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 2) :? “Philosophers 
in their vanity have thought fit to attribute 
contingent effects to other causes, being utterly 
unable to perceive the cause that is above all 
others, the will of God.” 

Reply 067. 3. Since God wills effects to be 
on account of causes, all effects that presuppose 
some other effect do not depend solely on the 
will of God, but on something else besides: but 
the first effect depends on the divine will alone. 
Thus, for example, we may say that God willed 
man to have hands to serve his intellect by their 
work, and intellect, that he might be man, and 
willed him to be man that he might enjoy Him, 
or for the completion of the universe. But this 
cannot be reduced to other created secondary 
ends. Hence such things depend on the simple 
will of God, but the others on the order of other 
causes. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Will of God Is Always 
Fulfilled? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that the will of God is not always ful- 
filled. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (I Tim. 2. 
4): God will have all men to be saved, and to 
come to the knowledge of the truth But this 
does not happen. Therefore the will of God is 
not always fulfilled. ; 

Obj. 2. Further, as knowledge is to truth, so 
is the will to good. Now God knows all truth. 
Therefore He wills all good. But not all good 
actually exists, for much more good might exist. 
Therefore the will of God is not always ful- 
filled. 

Obj. 3. Further, since the will of God is the 
first cause, it does not exclude mediate causes 
as we have said (A. 5). But the effect of a first 
cause may be hindered by a defect of a second- 
ary cause, as the effect of the moving power 
may be hindered by weakness of the limb. 
Therefore the effect of the divine will may be 
hindered by a defect of the secondary causes. 
The will of God, therefore, is not always ful- 
filled. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 112. 11): 
God hath done all things, whatsoever He would. 

I answer that, The will of God must always 
be fulfilled. In proof of this we must consider 
that since an effect is conformed to the agent 
according to its form. the rule is the same with 
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active causes as with formal causes. The rule in 
forms is this, that although a thing may fall 
short of any particular form, it cannot fall 
short of the universal form. For though a thing 
may fail to be, for example, a man or a living 
being, yet it cannot fail to be a being. Hence 
the same must happen in active causes. Some- 
thing may fall outside the order of any particu- 
Jar active cause, but not outside the order of 
the universal cause, under which all particular 
causes are included; and if any particular cause 
fails of its effect, this is because of the hin- 
drance of some other particular cause, which is 
included in the order of the universal cause. 
Therefore an effect cannot possibly escape the 
order of the universal cause. Even in corporeal 
things this is clearly seen. For it may happen 
that a star is hindered from producing its ef- 
fects, yet whatever effect does result, in corpo- 
real things, from this hindrance of a corporeal 
cause, must be referred through mediate causes 
to the universal influence of the first heaven. 

Since, then, the will of God is the universal 
cause of all things, it is impossible that the di- 
vine will should not produce its effect. Hence 
that which seems to depart from the divine will 
in one order, is brought back to it in another 
order, as does the sinner, who by sin falls away 
from the divine will as much as lies in him, yet 
falls back into the order of that will when by 
its justice he is punished. 

Reply Obj. 1. The words of the Apostle, God 
will have all men to be saved, etc., can be un- 
derstood in three ways. First, by a restricted ap- 
plication, in which case they would mean, as 
Augustine says (Enchir. 103),) ‘God wills all 
men to be saved that are saved, not because 
there is no man’whom He does not wish saved, 
but because there is no man saved whose salva- 
tion He does not will.” 

Secondly, they can be understood as applying 
to every class of individuals, not to every in- 
dividual of each class, in which.case they mean 
that God wills some men of every class and 
condition to be saved, males and females, Jews 
and Gentiles, great and small, but not all of 
every condition. 

Thirdly, according to Damascene (De Fide 
Orth. ii, 29)? they are understood of the ante- 
cedent will of God, not of the consequent will. 
This distinction must not be taken as applying 
to the divine will itself, in which there is noth- 
ing antecedent nor consequent, but to the things 
willed, 
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To understand this we must consider that 
everything, in so far as it is good, is willed by 
God. A thing taken in its primary sense, and 
absolutely considered, may be good or evil, and 
yet when some additional circumstances are 
taken into account, by a consequent considera- 
tion may be changed into the contrary. Thus 
that a man should live is good, and that a man 
should be killed is evil, absolutely considered. 
But if in a particular case we add that a man 
is a murderer or dangerous to society, to kill 
him is a good, that he live is an evil. Hence it 
may be said of a just judge, that antecedently 
he wills all men to live, but consequently wills 
the murderer to be hanged. In the same way 
God antecedently wills all men to be saved, but 
consequently wills some to be damned, as His 
justice exacts. Nor do we will absolutely what 
we will antecedently, but rather we will it in a 
qualified manner; for the will is directed to 
things as they are in themselves, and in them- 
selves they exist under particular qualifica- 
tions. Hence we will a thing absolutely accord- 
ing as we will it when all particular circum- 
stances are considered, and this is what is 
meant by willing consequently, Thus it may be 
said that a just judge wills absolutely the hang- 
ing of a murderer. but in a qualified manner he 
would will him to live, in so far namely, as he is 
a man. Such a qualified will may be called a 
willingness (velleitas) rather than an absolute 
will. Thus it is clear that whatever God wills 
absolutely takes place, although what He wills 
antecedently may not take place. 

Reply Obj. 2. An act of the cognitive power 
is according as the thing known is in the know- 
er, while an act of the appetitive power is di- 
rected to things as they exist in themselves. 
But all that can have the nature of being and 
truth exists virtually in God, though it does not 
all exist in created things. Therefore God knows 
all truth, but does not will all good, except in 
so far as He wills Himself, in Whom all good 
virtually exists. 

Reply Obj. 3. A first cause can be hindered 
in its effect by deficiency in the secondary 
cause, when it is not the universal first cause, 
including within itself all causes, for then 
the effect could in no wav escape its order. 
And thus it is with the will of God, as said 
above. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Will of God Is 
Changeable? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the Will of God is changeable. 
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Objection 1. For the Lord says (Gen. 6. 7): 
lt repenteth Me that I have made man. But 
whoever repents of what he has done, has a 
changeable will. Therefore God has a change- 
able will. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is said in the person of the 
Lord: J will speak against a nation and against 
a kingdom, to root out, and to pull down, and 
to destroy it; but if that nation shall repent of 
its evil, I also will repent of the evil that I have 
thought to do to them (Jer. 18. 7, 8). There- 
fore God has a changeable will. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever God does, He does 
voluntarily. But God does not always do the 
same thing, for at one time He ordered the law 
to be observed and at another time forbade it. 
Therefore He has a changeable will. 

Obj. 4. Further, God does not will of neces- 
sity what He wills, as said before (A. 3). There- 
fore He can both will and not will the same 
thing. But whatever is in potency to oppo- 
sites, is changeable; as that which can be and 
not be is changeable according to substance, 
and that which can exist in a place or not in 
that place, is changeable according to place. 
Therefore God is changeable as regards His 
will. 

On the contrary, It is said: God is not 
as a man, that He should lie, nor as the son 
of man, that He should be changed (Num. 
23.19). 

I answer that, The will of God is entirely un- 
changeable. On this point we must consider that 
to change the will is one thing, to will that cer- 
tain things should be changed is another. It is 
possible to will a thing to be done now and its 
contrary afterwards, and yet for the will to re- 
main permanently the same; but the will would 
be changed if one should begin to will what be- 
fore he had not willed, or cease to will what he 
had willed before. This cannot happen unless 
we presuppose change either in the knowledge 
or in the disposition of the substance of the one 
who wills. For since the will regards good, a 
man may in two ways begin to will a thing. In 
one way when that thing begins to be good for 
him, and this does not take place without a 
change in him. Thus when the cold weather be- 
gins, it becomes good to sit by the fire, though 
it was not so before. In another way when he 
knows for the first time that a thing is good for 
him, though he did not know it before; hence 
we take counsel in order to know what is good 
for us. Now it has already been shown that 
both the substance of God and His knowledge 
are entirely unchangeable (QQ. Ix, A, 1; XIV, A. 


11S 
15). Therefore His will must be entirely un- 
changeable. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of the Lord are to 
be understood metaphorically, and according to 
our likeness. For when we repent, we destroy 
what we have made, although we may even do 
so without change of will, as, for example, when 
a man wills to make a thing, at the same time 
intending to destroy it later. Therefore God is 
said to have repented by way of comparison 
with our mode of acting, in so far as by the del- 
uge He destroyed from the face of the earth 
man whom He had made. 

Reply Obj. 2. The will of God, as it is the 
first and universal cause, does not exclude me- 
diate causes that have power to produce certain 
effects. Since however all mediate causes are in- 
ferior in power to the first cause, there are 
many things in the divine power, knowledge and 
will that are not included in the order of in- 
ferior causes. Thus in the case of the raising of 
Lazarus, one who looked only at inferior causes 
might have said: “Lazarus will not rise again”: 
but looking at the divine first cause could have 
said: ‘Lazarus will rise again.” And God wills 
both: that is, that in the order of the inferior 
cause a thing shall happen, but that in the or- 
der of the higher cause it shall not happen; or 
He may will conversely. We may say, then, that 
God sometimes declares that a thing shall hap- 
pen according as it falls under the order of in- 
ferior causes, as of nature, or merit, which yet 
does not happen as not being in the designs of 
the divine and higher cause. Thus He foretold 
to Ezechias: Take order with thy house, for 
thou shalt die, and not live (Isa. 38, 1). Yet 
this did not take place, since from eternity it 
was otherwise disposed in the divine knowledge 
and will, which is unchangeable. Hence Gregory 
says (Moral. xvi, 10):! “The sentence of God 
changes, but not His counsel”—that is to say, 
the counsel of His will. When therefore He 
says, J also will repent, His words must be un- 
derstood metaphorically. For men seem to re- 
pent, when they do not fulfil what they have 
threatened. 

Reply 06]. 3. It does not follow from this 
argument that God has a will that changes, but 
that He sometimes wills that things should 
change. 

Reply Obj. 4. Although God’s willing a thing 
is not by absolute necessity, yet it is necessary 
by supposition, on account of the unchange- 
ableness of the divine will, as has been said 
above (A, 3). 
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ARTICLE 8. Whether the Will of God Imposes 
Necessity on the Things Willed? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that the will of God imposes necessity on 
the things willed. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Enchir. 
103):! “No one is saved, except whom God has 
willed to be saved. He must therefore be asked 
to will it; for if He wills it, it must necessarily 
be.” 

Obj. 2. Further, every cause that cannot be 
hindered produces its effect necessarily, be- 
cause, as the Philosopher says:? Nature always 
works in the same way, “‘if there is nothing to 
hinder it.” But the will of God cannot be hin- 
dered. For the Apostle says (Rom. 9. 19): Who 
resisteth His will? Therefore the will of God 
imposes necessity on the things willed. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is necessary by its 
antecedent cause is necessary absolutely; it is 
thus necessary that animals should die, being 
composed of contrary elements. Now things 
created by God are related to the divine will as 
to an antecedent cause, whereby they have nc- 
cessity. For the conditional statement is true 
that if God wills a thing, it comes to pass, and 
every true conditional statement is necessary. 
It follows therefore that all that God wills is 
necessary absolutely. 

On the contrary, All good things that are 
made God wills to he made. If therefore His 
will imposes necessity on things willed, it fol- 
lows that all good happens of necessity, and 
thus there is an end of free choice, counsel, and 
all other such things. 

I answer that, The divine will imposes neces- 
sity on some things willed but not on all. The 
reason of this some have chosen to assign to in- 
termediate causes, holding that what God pro- 
duces by necessary causes is necessary, and 
what He produces by contingent causes con- 
tingent. 

This does not seem to be a sufficient explana- 
tion, for two reasons. First, because the effect 
of a first cause is contingent on account of the 
secondary cause, from the fact that the effect 
of the first cause is hindered by deficiency in 
the second cause, as the sun’s power is hindered 
by a defect in the plant. But no defect of a 
secondary cause can hinder God's will from 
producing its effect. Secondly, because if the 
distinction between the contingent and the nec- 
essary is to be referred only to secondary 
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causes, it follows that this is outside the divine 
intention and will, which is inadmissible. 

It is better therefore to say that this hap- 
pens on account of the efficacy of the divine 
will. For when a cause is efficacious to act, the 
effect follows upon the cause not only as to the 
thing done, but also as to its manner of being 
dune or of being. Thus from defect of active 
power in the seed it may happen that a child is 
born unlike its father in accidental points that 
belong to its manner of being. Since then the 
divine will is perfectly efficacious, it follows not 
only that things are done which God wills to be 
done, but also that they are done in the way 
that He wills. Now God wills some things to be 
done necessarily, some contingently, that there 
might be an order in things, for the building up 
of the universe. Therefore to some effects He 
has attached necessary causes, that cannot fail, 
but to others defectible and contingent causes, 
from which arise contingent effects. Hence it is 
not because the proximate causes are contingent 
that the effects willed by God happen con- 
tingently, but because it is His will that they 
should happen contingently, God has prepared 
contingent causes for them. 

Reply Obj. 1. By the words of Augustine we 
must understand a necessity in things willed 
by God that is not absolute, but conditional. 
For the conditional statement that if God wills 
a thing it must necessarily be, is necessarily 
true. 

Reply Ob7 2. From the very fact that noth- 
ing resists the divine will, it follows that not 
only those things happen that God wills to hap- 
pen, but that they happen necessarily or con- 
tingently according to His will. 

Reply Obj 3. Consequents have necessity 
from their antecedents according to the mode 
of the antecedents. Hence things effected by 
the divine will have that kind of necessity that 
God wills them to have, either absolute or con- 
ditional. Not all things, therefore, are absolute 
necessities, 


ARTICLE:9. Whether God Wills Evils? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: Tt 
seems that God wills evils. 

Objection 1. For every good that exists, God 
wills. But it is a good that evil should exist. For 
Augustine says (Enchir. 96) :° “Although evil 
in so far as it is evil is not a good, yet it is good 
that not only good things should exist, but also 
evil things.” Therefore God wills evil things. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
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iv, 19):! “Evil would conduce to the perfec- 
tion of everything,” that is, the universe. And 
Augustine says (Enchir. 10, 11):* “Out of all 
things is built up the admirable beauty of the 
universe, whercin even that which is called 
evil, properly ordered and disposed, commends 
the good the more evidently in that good is 
more pleasing and praiseworthy when con- 
trasted with evil.” But God wills all that per- 
tains to the perfection and beauty of the uni- 
verse, for this is what God desires above all 
things in His creatures. Therefore God wills 
evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, that evil should exist, and 
should not exist, are contradictory opposites. 
But God does not will that evil should not exist; 
otherwise, since various evils do exist. God’s 
will would not always be fulfilled. Therefore 
God wills that evil should exist. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII, 
3):3 “No wise man is the cause of another 
man becoming worse. Now God surpasses all 
men in wisdom. Much less therefore is God 
the cause of man becoming worse; and when 
He is said to be the cause of a thing, He is said 
to will it.”” Therefore it is not by God's will that 
man becomes worse. Now It is clear that every 
evil makes a thing worse. Therefore God does 
not will evil things. 

I answer that, Since the notion of good is the 
notion of desirability, as said before (9. v. A. 1), 
and since evil is opposed to good, it is impos- 
sible that any evil, as such, should be sought 
for by the appetite, either natural, or animal, 
or by the intellectual appetite which is the will. 
Nevertheless evil may be sought accidentally, 
so far as it accompanies a good, as appears in 
each of the appetites. For a natural agent does 
not intend privation or corruption, but the 
form to which is joined the privation of some 
other form, and the generation of one thing. 
which implies the corruption of another. For 
when a lion kills a stag, his object 1s food, to 
which is joined the killing of the animal. Sim- 
ilarly the fornicator intends the pleasure, to 
which is joined the deformity of sin. 

Now the evil that accompanies one good, is 
the privation of another good. Never therefore 
would evil be sought after, not even accidental- 
ly, unless the good that accompanies the evil 
were more desired than the good of which the 
evil is the privation. Now God wills no good 
more than He wills His own goodness; yet He 
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wills one good more than another. Hence He in 
no way wills the evil of sin, which is the priva- 
tion of order towards the divine good. The evil 
of natural defect, or of punishment, He does 
will, by willing the good to which such evils are 
attached. Thus in willing justice He wills pun- 
ishment; and in willing the preservation of the 
natural order, He wills some things to be natu- 
rally corrupted. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some have said‘ that although 
God does not will evil, yet He wills that evil 
should be or be done, because, although evil is 
not a good, yet it is good that evil should be or 
be done. This they said because things evil in 
themselves are ordered to some good; and this 
order they thought was expressed in the words 
“that evil should be” or “be done.” This, how- 
ever, is not correct, since evil is not of itself or- 
dered to good, but accidentally. For it is beside 
the intention of the sinner that any good should 
follow from his sin, as it was beside the inten- 
tion of tyrants that the patience of the martyrs 
should shine forth from all their persecutions. 
It cannot therefore be said that such an order- 
ing to good is implied in the statement that it is 
a good thing that evil should be or be done, 
since nothing is judged by that which apper- 
tains to it accidentally, but by that which be- 
longs to it per se. 

Reply Obj. 2. Evil does not operate towards 
the perfection and beauty of the universe, ex- 
cept accidentally, as said above (ans. 1), There- 
fore Dionysius in saying that “evil would con- 
duce to the perfection of the universe,” draws 
a conclusion by reduction to an absurdity. 

Reply Ob;. 3. The statements that evil should 
exist, and that evil should not exist, are op- 
posed as contradictories; yet the statements 
that anyone wills evil to be and that he wills it 
not to be, are not so opposed, since either is 
affirmative. God therefore neither wills evil to 
be done, nor wills it not to be done, but wills to 
permit evil to be done; and this is a good. 


ARTICLE 10. Whether God Has Free Choice? 


We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that God has not free choice. 

Objection 1. For Jerome says, in a homily on 
the prodigal son:° “God alone is He who is not 
liable to sin, nor can be liable; all others, as 
having free choice, can be inclined to either 
side.” 
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Obj. 2, Further, free choice is a power of the 
reason and will, by which good and evil are 
chosen. But God does not will evil, as has been 
said (A. 9). Therefore there is not free choice 
in God. 

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide, ii, 
6):! “The Holy Spirit divideth unto each one 
as He will, namely, according to the free choice 
of the will, not in obedience to necessity.” 

1 answer that, We have free choice with re- 
spect to what we do not will of necessity, nor 
by natural instinct. For that we will to be hap- 
py does not appertain to free choice, but to 
natural instinct. Hence other animals, that are 
moved to act by natural instinct, are not said to 
be moved by free choice. Since then God neces- 
sarily wills His own goodness, but other things 
not necessarily, as shown above (A. 3), He has 
free choice with respect to what He does not 
necessarily will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Jerome seems to deny free 
choice to God not absolutely, but only as re- 
gards the inclination to sin. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since the evil of sin consists in 
turning away from the divine goodness, by 
which God wills all things, as above shown 
(Joc. cit.), it is manifestly impossible for Him 
to will the evil of sin; yet He can make choice 
of one of two opposites, since He can will a 
thing to be, or not to be. In the same way we 
ourselves, without sin, can will to sit down, and 
not will to sit down. 


ARTICLE 11. Whether the Will of Sign Is To Be 
Distinguished in God? 

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
seems that the will of sign is not to be distin- 
guished in God. 

Objection 1. For as the will of God is the 
cause of things, so is His knowledge. But no 
signs are ascribed to the divine knowledge. 
Therefore no signs ought to be ascribed to the 
divine will. 

Obj. 2. Further, every sign that is not in 
agreement with the mind of him who expresses 
himself, is false. If therefore the signs ascribed 
to the divine will are not in agreement with that 
will, they are false. But if they do agree, they 
are superfluous. No signs therefore must be as- 
cribed to the divine will. 

On the contrary, The will of God is one, 
since it is the very essence of God. Yet some- 
times it is spoken of as many, as in the words of 
Ps. 110. 2: Great are the works of the Lord, 
sought out according to all His wills. Therefore, 
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sometimes the sign must be taken for the will. 

i answer that, Some things are said of God 
in their proper sense, others by metaphor, as 
appears from what has been said before (a. 
XIm, A. 3). When certain human passions are 
predicated of the Godhead metaphorically, this 
is done because of a likeness in the effect. 
Hence a thing that is in us a sign of some pas- 
sion, is signified metaphorically in God under 
the name of that passion. Thus with us it is 
usual for an angry man to punish, so that pun- 
ishment becomes a sign of anger. Therefore 
punishment itself is signified by the word an- 
ger, when anger is attributed to God. In the 
same way, what is usually with us a sign of 
will is sometimes metaphorically called will in 
God, just as when anyone lays down a precept, 
it is a sign that he wishes that precept obeyed. 
Hence, a divine precept is sometimes called by 
metaphor the will of God, as in the words: Thy 
will be done on earth, as it is in heaven (Matt. 
6. 10). There is, however, this difference be- 
tween will and anger, that anger is never at- 
tributed to God properly, since in its primary 
meaning it includes passion, whereas will is at- 
tributed to Him properly. Therefore in God 
there are distinguished will in its proper sense, 
and will as attributed to Him by metaphor. 
Will in its proper sense is called the will of good 
pleasure (voluntas bene placiti) and will meta- 
phorically taken is the will of sign, from the 
fact that the sign itself of will is called will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Knowledge is not the cause of 
a thing being done, unless through the will. 
For we do not put into act what we know un- 
less we will to do so. Accordingly sign is not at- 
tributed to knowledge, but to will. 

Reply Obj. 2. Signs of will are called divine 
wills not as being signs that God wills anything, 
but because what in us is the usual sign of our 
will is called the divine will in God. Thus pun- 
ishment is not a sign that there is anger in God, 
but it is called anger in Him, from the fact that 
it 18 a sign of anger in ourselves. 


ARTICLE’ 12. Whether Five Signs of Will Are 
Rightly Attributed to the Divine Will? 

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article: It 
seems that five signs of will—namely, prohibi- 
tion, precept, counsel, operation, and permis- 
sion—are not rightly attributed to the divine 
will. 

Objection 1. For the same things that God 
bids us do by His precept or counsel, these He 
sometimes operates in us, and the same things 
that He prohibits, these He sometimes permits. 
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They ought not therefore to be enumerated as 
distinct. 

Obj..2. Further, God works nothing unless He 
wills it, as the Scripture says (Wis. 11. 26). 
But the will of sign is distinct from the will of 
good pleasure. Therefore operation ought not 
to be comprehended in the will of sign. 

Obj. 3. Further, operation and permission 
pertain to all creatures in common, since God 
works in them all, and permits some action in 
them all. But precept, counsel, and prohibition 
belong to rational creatures only. Therefore 
they do not come rightly under one division, 
not being of one order. 

Obj. 4. Further, evil happens in more ways 
than good, since good happens in one way, but 
evil “in all kinds of ways,” as declared by the 
Philosopher,’ and Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv, 
30).? It is not right therefore to attribute one 
sign only in the case of evil—namely, prohibi- 
tion—and two—namely, counsel and precept— 
in the case of good. 

I answer that, By these signs we name the 
signs of will by which we are accustomed to 
show that we will something. A man may show 
that he wills something cither by himself or by 
means of another. He may show it by himself, 
by doing something either directly, or indirectly 
and accidentally. He shows it directly when he 
works in his own person; in that way the sign 
of his will is his own working. He shows it in- 
directly, by not hindering the doing of a thing; 
for ‘‘what removes an impediment is called 
an accidental mover,” as it is said in the P/rys- 
tcs.° In this respect the sign is called permis- 
sion. He declares his will by means of another 
when he orders another to perform a work, 
either by insisting upon it as necessary by pre- 
cept, and by prohibiting its contrary, or by 
persuasion, which is a part of counsel. 

Since in these ways the will of man makes it- 
self known, the same five are sometimes de- 
nominated with regard to the divine will, as the 
sign of that will. That precept, counsel, and 
prohibition are called the will of God is clear 
from the words of Matt. 6. 10: Thy will be 
done on earth as it is in heaven, That permis- 
sion and operation are called the will of God is 
clear from Augustine (Enchir. 95),4 who says: 
“Nothing is done, unless the Almighty wills it 
to be done, either by permitting it, or by ac- 
tually doing it.” 

Or it may be said that permission and opera- 
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tion refer to present time, permission being 
with respect to evil, operation with regard to 
good, While as to future time, prohibition is in 
respect to evil, precept to good that is neces+ 
sary and counsel to good that is beyond what 
duty requires. 

Reply Obj. 1. There is nothing to prevent 
anyone declaring his will about the same matter 
in different ways; thus we find many words that 
mean the same thing. Hence there is no reason 
why the same thing should not be the subject of 
precept, operation, and counsel, or of prohibi- 
tion or permission. 

Reply Obj. 2. As God may by metaphor be 
said to will what by His will, properly speak- 
ing, He wills not, so He may by metaphor be 
said to will what He does, properly speaking, 
will. Hence there is nothing to prevent the same 
thing being the object of the will of good pleas- 
ure, and of the will of sign. But operation js al- 
ways the same as the will of good pleasure, 
while precept and counsel are not; both be- 
cause the former regards the present, and the 
two latter the future, and because the former is 
of itself the effect of the will, the latter its ef- 
fect as fulfilled by means of another, as we have 
said (in the body of the Article). 

Reply 0b). 3. Rational creatures are masters 
of their own acts, and for this reason certain 
special signs of the divine will are ascribed to 
their acts, in so far as God ordains rational 
creatures to act voluntarily and of themselves. 
Other creatures act only as moved by the divine 
operation; therefore only operation and permis- 
sion are concerned with these. 

Reply 067. 4. All evil of sin, though happen- 
ing In many ways, agrees in being out of har- 
mony with the divine will. Hence with regard 
to evil, only one sign is ascribed, that of prohi- 
bition. On the other hand, good stands in vari- 
ous ways to the divine goodness, since there are 
goods without which we cannot attain to the 
enjoyment of that goodness, and these are the 
subject of precept: and there are others by 
which we attain to it more perfectly, and these 
are the subject of counsel. Or it may be said 
that counsel is not only concerned with the ob- 
taining of greater good, but also with the avoid- 
ing of lesser evils, 


QUESTION XX 
Gop’s LOVE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE next consider those things that pertain ab- 
solutely to the will of God. In the appetitive 
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part of the soul there are found in ourselves 
both the passions of the soul, as joy, love, and 
the like; and the habits of the moral virtues, as 
justice, fortitude, and the like. Hence we shall 
first consider the love of God, and secondly His 
justice and mercy (Q. xx1r). About the first 
there are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
love exists in God? (2) Whether He loves all 
things? (3) Whether He loves one thing more 
than another? (4) Whether He loves more the 
better things? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Love Exists in God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that love does not exist in God. 

Objection 1. For in God there are no pas- 
sions. Now love is a passion. Therefore love is 
not in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, love, anger, sorrow, and the 
like, are divided against one another, But sor- 
row and anger are not attributed to God, unless 
by metaphor. Therefore neither is love attrib- 
uted to Him. 

Obj. 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv):! “Love is a uniting and binding force.” 
But this cannot take place in God, since He is 
simple, Therefore love does not exist in God. 

On the contrary, It is written: God is love 
(I John 4. 16). 

I answer that, We must assert that in God 
there is love. because love is the first move- 
ment of the will and of every appetitive power. 
For since the acts of the will and of every ap- 
petitive power tend towards good and evil as to 
their proper objects, and since good is essen- 
tially and especially the object of the will and 
the appetite. while cvil is only the object sec- 
ondarily and indirectly, as opposed to good, it 
follows that the acts of the will and appctite 
that look towards good must naturally be prior 
to those that look towards evil; thus, for in- 
stance, Joy 1s prior to sorrow, love to hate, be- 
cause what exists of itself is always prior to 
that which exists through another. 

Again, the more universal is naturally prior 
to what is less so. Flence the intellect is first or- 
dered to universal truth, and in the second place 
to particular and special truths. Now there are 
certain acts of the will and appetite that regard 
good under some special condition, as joy and 
delight regard good present and _ possessed, 
‘ whereas desire and hope regard good not as yet 
possessed. Love, however, regards good in gen- 
eral, whether possessed or not. Hence love is 
naturally the first act of the will and appetite, 
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for which reason all the other appetitive move- 
ments presuppose love as their first root. For 
nobody desires anything nor rejoices in anything 
except as a good that is loved; nor is there hate 
except of something as opposed to the thing 
loved. Similarly, it is clear that sorrow, and 
other things like it, must be referred to love as 
to their first principle. Hence, in whomsoever 
there is will and appetite, there must also be 
love, since if the first is wanting, all that follows 
is also wanting. Now it has been shown that will 
is in God (Q. xIx, A. 1), and hence we must at- 
tribute love to Him. 

Reply Obj. 1. The knowing power does not 
move except through the medium of the appeti- 
tive; and just as in ourselves the universal rea- 
son moves through the medium of the particular 
reason, as stated in the book on the Soul,” so 
in ourselves the intellectual appetite, which is 
called the will, moves through the medium of 
the sensitive appetite. Hence, in us the sensitive 
appetite is the proximate moving force of our 
bodies. Some bodily change therefore always 
accompanies an act of the sensitive appetite, 
and this change affects especially the heart. 
which is the first principle of movement in ani- 
mals Thercfore acts of the sensitive appetite, 
since they have joined to them some bodily 
change, are called passions, but acts of the will 
are not so called. Love, therefore, and joy and 
delight are passions, in su far as they denote acts 
of the sensitive appetite; but in so far as they 
denote acts of the intellective appetite, they are 
not passions. It is in this latter sense that they 
are in God Hence the Philosopher says :* “God 
rejoices by an opcration that is one and sim- 
ple,” and for the same reason He loves without 
passion. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the passions of the sensitive 
appetite there may be distinguished a certain 
material element—namely, the bodily change— 
and a certain formal element, which is on the 
part of the appetite. Thus in anger. as the Phi- 
losopher says.’ the material element is the ris- 
ing of the blood about the heart or something 
of this kind, but the formal, the appetite for 
vengeance. Again, as regards the formal cle- 
ment of certain passions a certain Imperfection 
is implied, as in desire, which 1s of the good we 
have not, and in sorrow. which is about the 
evil we have. This applies also to anger, which 
supposes sorrow. Certain other passions, how- 
ever, aS love and joy, imply no imperfection. 
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Since therefore none of these can be attributed 
to God on their material side, as has been said 
(ad 1), neither can those that even on their 
formal side imply imperfection be attributed 
to Him, except metaphorically, from likeness of 
effects, as already shown (QQ. III, A. 2, ANS. 2 
and XIX, A. 11). However, those that do not im- 
ply imperfection, such as love and joy, can be 
properly predicated of God, though without at- 
tributing passion to Him, as said before (Ans. 
T). 

Reply Obj. 3. An act of love always tends to- 
wards two things: to the good that one wills, 
and to the person for whom one wills it, since to 
Jove a person is to wish that person good. 
Hence, in so far as we love ourselves, we wish 
ourselves good, and, so far as possible, union 
with that good. So love is called the unitive 
force, even in God, yet without implying com- 
position; for the good that He wills for Him- 
self is no other than Himself, Who is good by 
His essence, as above shown (qa. vi, A. 3). And 
by the fact that anyone loves another, he wills 
good to that other. Thus he puts the other, as 
it were, in the place uf himself, and regards the 
good done to him as done to himself. And for 
this reason love is called a binding force, since 
it attaches another to ourselves, and refers his 
good to our own. And in this way also the di- 
vine love is a binding force, since God wills good 
to others; yet it implies no composition in God. 


ARTICLE 2 Whether God Loves All Things? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God does not love all things. 

Objection 1. For according to Dionysius 
(Div. Nom. iv, 1)/ love places the lover out- 
side himself, and carries him over In a certain 
way into the object of his love. But it is not 
admissible to say that God is placed outside of 
Himself, and passes into other things. There- 
fore it is inadmissible to say that God loves 
things other than Elimself. 

Obj. 2. Further. the love of God is eternal. 
But things apart from God are not from eter- 
nity, except in God Therefore God does not 
love anything except as it exists in Himself. 
But as existing in Him, it is no other than Him- 
self. Therefore God does not love things other 
than Himself. 

Obj. 3. Further, love is twofold—the love, 
namely, of desire, and the love of friendship. 
Now God does not love irrational creatures with 
the love of desire, since He needs no creature 
outside Himself. Nor with the love of friend- 
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ship, since there can be no friendship with ir- 
rational creatures, as the Philosopher shows.? 
Therefore God does not love all things. 

Obj. 4. Further, it is written (Ps. 5. 7): Thou 
hatest all the workers of iniquity. Now nothing 
is at the same time hated and loved. Therefore 
God does not love all things. 

On the contrary, It is said (Wisd. 11. 25): 
Thou lovesét all things that are, and hatest none 
of the things which Thou hast made. 

I answer that, God loves all existing things. 
For all existing things, in so far as they exist, 
are good, since the being of a thing is itself a 
good, and likewise, whatever perfection it pos- 
sesses. Now it has been shown above (Q. XIX, 
A. 4) that God's will is the cause of all things. 
It must be, therefore, that a thing has being, or 
any kind of good, only in so far as it is willed 
by God. To every existing thing, then, God wills 
some good. Hence, since to love anything is 
nothing else than to will good to that thing, it is 
manifest that God Joves everything that exists. 
Yet not as we love. Because since our will is not 
the cause of the goodness of things, but is 
moved by it as by its object, our love, whereby 
we will good to anything, is not the cause of its 
goodness; but conversely its goodness, whether 
real or imaginary, calls forth our love, by which 
we will that it should preserve the good it has, 
and receive besides the good it has not, and to 
this end we direct our actions. But the love of 
God infuses and creates goodness. 

Reply Obj. x. A lover is placed outside thim- 
self and made to pass into the object of his 
love in so far as he wills good to the beloved, 
and works for that good by his forethought 
even as he works for his own. Hence Dionysius 
says (loc. cit.): “On behalf of the truth we 
must make bold to say even this, that He Him- 
self, the cause of all things, by the abundance 
of His loving goodness, is placed outside Him- 
self by His providence for all existing things.” 

Reply Obj. 2. Although creatures have not 
existed from eternity, except in God, yet be- 
cause they have bcen in Him from eternity, 
God has known them eternally in their proper 
natures, and for that reason has loved them, 
even as we, by the likenesses of things within us, 
know things existing in themselves. 

Reply Obj. 3. Friendship cannot exist except 
towards rational creatures, who are capable of 
returning love, and communicating one with an- 
other in the various works of life, and who may 
fare well or ill, according to the changes of for- 
tune and happiness, even as to them is benev- 
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olence properly speaking exercised. But irra- 
tional creatures cannot attain to loving God, 
nor to any share in the intellectual and blessed 
life that He lives. Properly speaking, therefore, 
God does not love irrational creatures with the 
Joye of friendship, but as it were with the love 
of desire, in so far as He orders them to ra- 
tional creatures, and even to Himself. Yet this 
is not because He stands in need of them, but 
only on account of His goodness, and of the 
services they render to us. For we can desire a 
thing for others as well as for ourselves. 

Reply Obj. 4. Nothing prevents one and the 
same thing being loved under one aspect, while 
it is hated under another. God loves sinners in 
so far as they are natures; for they both are, 
and are from Him. In so far as they are sinners, 
they are not, but fall away from being; and 
this in them is not from God. Hence under this 
aspect, they are hated by Him. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Loves All Things 
Equally? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that God loves all things equally. 

Objection 1. For it is said: He hath equally 
care of all (Wisd. 6. 8). But God’s providence 
over things comes from the love with which He 
loves them. Therefore He loves all things equally. 

Obj. 2. Further, the love of God is His es- 
sence. But God’s essence does not admit of 
more and less; neither therefore does His love. 
He does not therefore love some things more 
than others. 

Obj. 3. Further, as God’s love extends to cre- 
ated things, so du His knowledge and will ex- 
tend. But God is not said to know some things 
more than others, nor to will one thing more 
than another. Neither therefore does He love 
some things more than others. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Tract. in 
Joan. cx):' “God loves all things that He has 
made, and amongst them rational creatures 
more, and of these especially those who are 
members of His only-begotten Son; and much 
more than all, His only-begotten Son Himself.” 

I answer that, Since to love a thing is to will 
it good, anything may be loved more, or !ess, in 
a twofold way. In one way on the part of the 
act of the will itself, which is more or less in- 
tense. In this way God does not love some 
things more than others, because He loves all 
things by an act of the will that is one, simple, 
and always the same. In another way on the 
part of the good itself that a person wills for the 
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beloved. In this way we are said to love that one 
more than another for whom we will a greater 
good, though our will is not more intense. In 
this way we must say that God loves some 
things more than others. For since God’s love is 
the cause of goodness in things, as has been said 
(a. 2), no one thing would be better than an- 
other if God did not will greater good for one 
than for another. 

Reply Obj. 1. God is said to have equally care 
of all not because by His care He deals out 
equal good to all, but because He administers all 
things with a like wisdom and goodness. 

Reply. Obj. 2. This argument is based on the 
intensity of love on the part of the act of the 
will, which is the divine essence. But the good 
that God wills for His creatures, is not the di- 
vine essence. Therefore nothing prevents its in- 
crease or decrease. 

Reply Obj. 3. To understand and to will de- 
note the act alone, and do not include in their 
meaning objects from the diversity of which 
God may be said to know or will more or less, 
as has been said with respect to God’s love. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether God Always Loves More 
the Better Things? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that God does not always love more the 
better things. 

Objection 1. For it is manifest that Christ is 
better than the whole human race, being God 
and man. But God loved the human race more 
than He loved Christ, for it is said: He spared 
not His own Son, but delivered Him up for us 
all (Rom. 8. 32). Therefore God does not al- 
ways love more the better things. 

Obj. 2. Further, an angel is better than a man. 
Hence it is said of man: Thou hast made him a 
little less than the angels (Ps. 8. 6). But God 
loved men more than He loved the angels, for it 
is said: Nowhere doth He take hold of the 
angels, but of the seed of Abraham He taketh 
hold (Heb. 2. 16). Therefore God does not al- 
ways loye more the better things. 

Obj. 3. Further, Peter was better than John, 
since he loved Christ more. Hence the Lord 
knowing this to be true, asked Peter, saying: 
“Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me more than 
these?”’ Yet Christ loved John more than He 
loved Peter. For as Augustine says,* comment- 
ing on the words, Simon, son of John, lovest 
thou Me? “By this very mark is John dis- 
tinguished from the other disciples, not that 
He loved him only, but that He loved him more 
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than the rest.” Therefore God does not always 
love more the better things. 

Obj. 4. Further, the innocent man is better 
than the repentant, since repentance is, as Je- 
rome says,! “a second plank after shipwreck.” 
But God loves the penitent more than the in- 
nocent, since He rejoices over him the more. 
For it is said; 7 say to you that there shall be 
joy in heaven upon one sinner that doth pen- 
ance, more than upon ninety-nine just who need 
not penance (Luke 15. 7). Therefore God does 
not always love more the better things. 

Obj. 5. Further, the just man who is fore- 
known is better than the predestined sinner. 
Now God loves more the predestined sinner, 
since He wills for him a greater good, life eter- 
nal, Therefore God does not always love more 
the better things. 

On the contrary, Everything loves what is 
like it, as appears from (Ecclus. 13, 19): Every 
beast loveth its like. Now the better a thing is, 
the more like is it to God. Therefore the better 
things are more loved by God. 

I answer that, We must say from what has 
been said before, that God loves more the better 
things. For it has been shown (A. 3), that God’s 
loving one thing more than another is nothing 
else than His willing for that thing a greater 
good; for God’s will is the cause of goodness in 
things, and the reason why some things are het- 
ter than others, is that God wills for them a 
greater good. Hence it follows that He loves 
more the better things. 

Reply Obj. 1. God loves Christ not only more 
than He loves the whole human race, but more 
than He loves the entire created universe, be- 
cause He willed for Him the greater good in 
giving Him a name that is above all names, 
(Philipp. 2. 9) in so far as He was true God. 
Nor did anything of His excellence diminish 
when God delivered Him up to death for the 
salvation of the human race; rather did He be- 
come thereby a glorious victor: The govern- 
ment was placed upon His shoulder, according 
to Isa. 9. 6. 

Reply Obj. 2. God loves the human nature as- 
sumed by the Word of God in the person of 
Christ more than He loves all the angels, for 
that nature is better, especially by reason of the 
union with the Godhead. But speaking of hu- 
“man nature in general, and comparing it with 
the angelic, the two are found equal, in the or- 
der of grace and of glory, since according to 
Apoc. 21. 17, the measure of a man and of an 
angel is the same. Yet so that, in this respect, 
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some angels are found more to be preferred 
than some men, and some men more to be pre- 
ferred than some angels. But as to natural con- 
dition an angel is better than a man. God there- 
fore did not assume human nature because He 
loved man, absolutely speaking, more, but be: 
cause the needs of man were greater; just as the 
master of a house may give some costly deli- 
cacy to a sick servant that he does not give to 
his own son in sound health. 

Reply Obj. 3. This doubt concerning Peter 
and John has been solved in various ways. 
Augustine (Joc. cit.) interprets it mystically, 
and says that the active life, signified by Peter, 
loves God more than the contemplative signi- 
fied by John, because the former is more con- 
scious of the miseries of this present life, and 
therefore the more ardently desires to be freed 
from them, and depart to God. God, he says, 
loves more the contemplative life, since He pre- 
serves it longer. For it does not end. as the ac- 
tive life does, with the life of the bady. 

Some say’ that Peter loved Christ more in 
His members, and therefore was loved more by 
Christ also, for which reason He gave him the 
care of the Church; but that John loved Christ 
more in Himself, and so was loved more by 
Him, on which account Christ commended His 
mother to his care. Others say® that it is uncer- 
tain which of them loved Christ more with the 
Jove of charity, and uncertain also which of 
them God loved more and ordained to a greater 
degree of glory in eternal life. Peter is said to 
have loved more, in regard to a certain prompt- 
ness and fervour, but John to have been more 
loved, with respect to certain marks of familiar- 
ity which Christ showed to him rather than to 
others, on account of his youth and purity. But 
others say* that Christ loved Peter more, from 
his more excellent gift of charity, but John 
more, from his gifts of intellect. Hence, abso- 
lutely speaking, Peter was the better and the 
more beloved, but, in a certain sense, John was 
the better, and was loved the more. However, it 
may seem presumptuous to pass judgment on 
these matters, since the Lord and no other is the 
weigher of spirits (Prov. 16. 2). 

Reply Obj. 4. The penitent and the innocent 
are related as exceeding and exceeded. For 
whether innocent or penitent, those are the bet- 
ter and the better loved who have most grace. 


* Albert the Great, In Sent., tt, d. 31, A. 12 (BO xxvii, 
593). Cf. Bonaventure, In Sent., 111, d. 32, Q. 6 (QRiu, 707). 

4 Albert and Bonaventure (cf. preceding note) attribute 
this position to Bernard. Cf. Bernard, Serm. xx1x (PL 
183, 622). 

4 Cf. Albert the Great, Enarr.in Joann., (BO Xxrv, 13). 
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Other things being equal, innocence is the no- 
bler thing and the more beloved. God is said to 
rejoice more over the penitent than over the in- 
nocent because often penitents rise from sin 
more cautious, humble, and fervent. Hence 
Gregory commenting on these words (Hom. 
xxxiv in Ev.)! says that, “In battle the general 
loves the soldier who after flight returns and 
bravely pursues the enemy more than him who 
has never fled, but has never done a brave 
deed.”’ 

Or it may be answered that gifts of grace, 
equal in themselves, are more as conferred on 
the penitent, who deserved punishment, than as 
conferred on the innocent, to whom no punish- 
ment was due; just as a hundred marks are a 
greater gift to a poor man than to a king. 

Reply Obj. 5. Since God’s will is the cause of 
goodness in things, the goodness of one who is 
loved by God is to be weighed according to the 
time when some good is to be given to him by 
the divine goodness. According therefore to the 
time when there is to be given by the divine will 
to the predestined sinner a greater good, the 
sinner is the better, although according to some 
other time he is the worse; because even accord- 
ing to some timc he is neither good nor bad. 


QUESTION XXI 
THE JUSTICE AND MERCY OF GOD 
(Iu Four Articles) 


AFTER considering the divine love, we must 
treat of God’s justice and mercy. Under this 
head there are four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether there is justice in God? (2) Whether 
His justice can be called truth? (3) Whether 
there is mercy in God? (4) Whether in every 
work of God there are justice and mercy? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Justice in God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that there is not justice in God. 

Objection 1. For justice is divided against 
temperance. But temperance does not exist in 
God. Neither therefore does justice. 

Obj. 2. Further, he who docs whatsoever he 
wills and pleases does not work according to 
justice. But, as the Apostle says: God wurketh 
all things according to the counsel of his will 
(Ephes, 1. 11). Therefore Justice cannot be at- 
tributed to Him. 

Obj. 3. Further, the act of justice is to render 
what is due. But God is no man's debtor. There- 
fore justice docs not belong to God. 

1 Bk. 1 (PL 76, 1248). 
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Obj. 4. Further, whatever is in God, is His es- 
sence. But justice cannot belong to this. For 
Boethius says (De Hebdom.) :? “Good regards 
the essence; justice the act.” Therefore justice 
does not belong to God. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 10. 8): The 
Lord ts just, and hath loved justice. 

I answer that, There are two kinds of justice. 
The one consists in mutual giving and receiving, 
as in buying and selling, and other kinds of in- 
tercourse and exchange. This the Philosopher’ 
calls commutative justice, that directs exchange 
and the intercourse of business. This does not 
belong to God, since, as the Apostle says: Who 
hath first given to Him, and recompense shall be 
made him? (Rom. 11. 35). The other consists 
in distribution, and is called distributive justice, 
whereby a ruler or a steward gives to each what 
his rank deserves. As then the proper order dis- 
played in ruling a family or any kind of multi- 
tude evinces justice of this kind in the ruler, so 
the order of the universe, which is seen both in 
things of nature and in things of will. shows 
forth the justice of God. Hence Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. viii, 7):4 “We must see that God is 
truly just, in seeing how He gives to all existing 
things what is proper to the condition of each, 
and preserves the nature of cach one in the 
order and with the powers that properly belong 
to it.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Certain of the moral virtues arc 
concerned with the passions, as temperance with 
concupiscenee, fortitude with fear and daring, 
meckness with anger Such virtues as these can 
only reetaphorically be attributed to God, since, 
as stated. above (9. xx, A. 11), in God there 
are no passions, nor a sensitive appetite, which 
is, as the Philosopher says,” those virtues exist 
as ina subject. On the other hand, certain moral 
virtues are concerned with opera.ions, a° for 
example, giving and spending, such as justice, 
liberality, and magnificence; and these reside 
not in the sensitive part, but in the will. Hence, 
there is nothing to prevent our attributing these 
virtues to God; although not in civil matters, 
but in sich acts as are not unbecoming to Him. 
For, as the Philosopher says,® it would be ab- 
surd to praise God for His political virtues. 

Reply Qbj. 2. Since good as perceived by the 
intellect is the object of the will, it is impossible 
for God to will anything but what His wisdom 
approves. This is, as it were, His law of justice, 
in accordance with which His will is right and 

2PL 64, 1314. 3 Ethics, Vv, 4 (1131525). 


*PG 3, 806. 8 Ethics, 111, 10 (111724), 
6 Jbid., x, 8 (1178°r0), 
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just. Hence, what He does according to His will 
He does justly, as we do justly what we do ac- 
cording to law. But whereas law comes to us 
from some higher power God is a law unto 
Himself. 

Reply Obj. 3. To each one is due what is his 
own. Now that which is ordered to a man is said 
to be his own. Thus the master owns the slave, 
and not conversely, for that is free which is its 
own cause. In the word “due,” therefore, is im- 
plied a certain order of exigence or necessity of 
the thing to which it js ordered. Now a twofold 
order has to be considered in things: the one, 
whereby one created thing is ordered to another, 
as the parts to the whole, accident to substance, 
and all things whatsoever to their end; the other, 
whereby all created things are ordered to God. 
Thus in the divine operations the word “due” 
may be regarded in two ways, as due either to 
God, or to creatures, and in either way God 
renders what is due. It is due to God that there 
should be fulfilled in things what His will and 
wisdom require, and what manifests His good- 
ness. In this respect God’s justice regards what 
befits Him, since as He renders to Himself what 
is due to Himself. It is also due to a created 
thing that it should possess what is ordered to 
it; thus it is due to man to have hands, and that 
other animals should serve him. Thus also God 
exercises justice, when He gives to cach thing 
what is due to it by its nature and condition. 
This meaning of “due” however is derived from 
the former, since what is due to each thing is 
what 1s ordered to it according to the order of 
the divine wisdom, And a]though God in this 
way gives each thing its due, yet He Himself is 
not the debtor, since He is not ordered to other 
things, but rather other things to Him. Justice, 
therefore, in God is sometimes spoken of as the 
fitting accompaniment of His goodness; some- 
{times as the reward of merit. Anselm touches on 
either view where he says (/roslog. 10) :} 
“When Thou dost punish the wicked, it is just, 
since it agrees with their deserts; and when 
Thou dost spare the wicked, it is just. since it 
befits Thy goodness.” 

Reply Obj. 4. Although justice regards act, 
this does not prevent its being the essence of 
God, since even that which is of the essence of 
a thing may be the principle of action. But good 
does not always regard act, since a thing is 
called good not merely with respect to act, but 
also as regards perfection in its essence. For 
this reason it is said (b7d.), that the good is re- 
lated to the just as the general to the special. 

21 PL 158, 233. 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether the Justice of God Is 
Truth? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the justice of God is not truth. 

Objection 1. For justice resides in the will, 
since, as Anselm says (Dial. Verit. 12),? it is 
a “rectitude of the will,” whereas truth re- 
sides “in the intellect,’ as the Philosopher 
says.’ Therefore justice does not pertain to 
truth. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher* 
truth is a virtue distinct from justice. Truth 
therefore does not pertain to the notion of jus- 
tice. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 84. 11): 
Mercy and truth have met each other, where 
truth stands for justice. 

I answer that, Truth consists in the squaring 
of intellect and thing, as said above (0. XVI, 
A. 1). Now the intellect that is the cause of the 
thing is related to it as its rule and measure, 
while the converse is the case with the intellect 
that receives its knowledge from things. When 
therefore things are the measure and rule of the 
intellect, truth consists in the squaring of the 
intellect to the thing, as happens in ourselves. 
For according as a thing is, or is not, our opin- 
ions or our words about it are true or false. But 
when the intellect is the rule or measure of 
things, truth consists in the squaring of the 
thing to the intellect; just as an artist is said to 
make a true work when it is in accordance, with 
his art. 

Now as artificial things are related to the art, 
so are works of justice related to the law with 
which they accord. Thercfore God’s justice, 
which establishes things in the order conform- 
able to the rule of His wisdom, which is His law, 
is suitably called truth. Thus we also in human 
affairs speak of the truth of justice. 

Reply Obj. 1. Justice, as to the law that regu- 
lates, is in the reason or intellect; but as to the 
command whereby our actions are regulated ac- 
cording to the law, it js in the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. The truth of which the Philos- 
opher is speaking in this passage is that virtue 
whereby a man shows himself in word and deed 
such as he really is. Thus it consists in the con- 
formity of the sign with the thing signified, 
and not in that of the effect with its cause and 
rule, as has been said regarding the truth of 
justice. 

2PL 158, 482. 
3 Metaphysics, v1, 4 (1027>27); Ethics, vi, 2 (1139%27). 
4 Ethics, 1, 7 (1127%34). 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether Mercy Belongs to God? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that mercy does not belong to God. 

Objection 1. “For mercy is a kind of sorrow,” 
as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 14).' But 
there is no sorrow in God, and therefore there Is 
no mercy in Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, mercy is a relaxation of jus- 
tice. But God cannot remit what pertains to His 
justice. For it is said (II Tim. 2. 13): Jf we be- 
lieve not, He continueth faithful: He can- 
not deny Himself. But “He would deny Him- 
self,” as a gloss says,” “if He should deny His 
words.” Therefore mercy does not belong to 
God, 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. r10. 4): He 
is a merciful and gracious Lord. 

I answer that, Mercy is especially to be at- 
tributed to God, as seen in its effect, but not as 
an affection of passion. In proof of this it must 
be considered that a person is said to be merci- 
ful (misericors), as being, so to speak, sorrow- 
ful at heart (miserum cor), being affected with 
sorrow at the misery of another as though it 
were his own. Hence it follows that he endeav- 
ours to dispel the misery of this other as if it 
were his, and this is the effect of mercy. To sor- 
row, therefore, over the misery of others be- 
longs not to God, but it does most properly be- 
long to Him to dispel that misery, whatever be 
the defect we call by that name. Now defects 
are not removed except by the perfection of 
some kind of goodness, and the primary source 
of goodness is God, as shown above (aq. VI, A. 
4). It must, however, be considered that to be- 
stow perfections pertains not only to the divine 
goodness, but also to His justice, liberality, and 
mercy, yet under different aspects. The com- 
municating of perfections, absolutely consid- 
ered, pertains to goodness, as shown above 
(Q. vi, A. I, ANS. 4); in so far as perfections are 
given to things according to their proportion, it 
pertains to justice, as has been already said 
(A. 1); in so far as God does not bestow them 
for His own use, but only on account of His 
goodness, it pertains to liberality; in so far as 
perfections given to things by God expel all de- 
fect, it pertains to mercy. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument is based on 
mercy regarded as an affection of passion. 

Reply Obj. 2. God acts mercifully, not indeed 
by going against His justice, but by doing some- 

1PG 94, 932. 

2 Glossa tnterl., (V1, 125t); Glossa Lombardi (PL 192, 
370). 
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thing above justice; thus a man who pays an- 
other two hundred pieces of money, though 
owing him only one hundred, does nothing 
against justice, but acts liberally or mercifully. 
The case is the same with one who pardohs an 
offence committed against him, for in remitting 
it he may be said to bestow a gift. Hence the 
Apostle calls remission a forgiving: Forgive one 
another, as Christ has forgiven you (Eph. 4. 
32). Hence it is clear that mercy does not de- 
stroy justice, but in a sense is the fulness of jus- 
tice. And thus it is said: Mercy exalteth itself 
above judgment (Jas. 2.13). 


ArTICLE 4. Whether in Every Work of God 
There Are Mercy and Justice? 


We procecd thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that not in every work of God are mercy 
and justice. 

Objection 1. For some works of God are at- 
tributed to mercy, as the justification of the un- 
godly, and others to justice, as the damnation 
of the wicked. Hence it is said: Judgment with- 
out mercy to him that hath not done mercy 
(Jas. 2. 13). Therefore not in every work of 
God do mercy and justice appear, 

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle attributes the 
conversion of the Jews to justice and truth, but 
that of the nations to mercy (Rom. 15). There- 
fore not in every work of God are justice and 
mercy. 

Obj. 3. Further, many just persons are af- 
flicted in this world, which is unjust. Therefore 
not in every work of God are justice and mercy. 

Obj. 4. Further, it is the part of justice to 
render what is due, but of mercy to relieve mis- 
ery. Thus both justice and mercy presuppose 
something in their works, whereas creation pre- 
supposes nothing. Therefore in creation neither 
mercy nor justice is found. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 24. 10): All 
the ways of the Lord are mercy and truth. 

i answer that, Mercy and truth are neces- 
sarily found in all God’s work, 1f mercy be 
taken to mean the removal of any kind of de- 
fect. Not every defect, however, can properly 
be called a misery, but only defect in a rational 
nature whose lot is to be happy; for misery is 
opposed to happiness. 

For this necessity there 1s a reason, because 
since a debt paid according to the divine justice 
is one due either to God, or to Some creature, 
neither the one nor the other can be lacking in 
any work of God, because God can do nothing 
that is not in accord with His wisdom and good- 
ness: and it is in this sense, as we have said, that 
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anything is due to God. Likewise, whatever is 
done by Him in created things, is done accord- 
ing to a fitting order and proportion, in which 
consists the notion of justice. Thus justice must 
exist in all God’s works. 

Now the work of divine justice always pre- 
supposes the work of mercy, and is founded 
upon it. For nothing is due to creatures except 
for something pre-existing in them, or fore- 
known. Again, if this is due to a creature, it 
must be due on account of something that pre- 
cedes. And since we cannot go on to infinity, we 
must come to something that depends only on 
the goodness of the divine will—which is the 
ultimate end. We may say, for instance, that to 
possess hands is due to man on account of his 
rational soul, and his rational soul is due to him 
that he may be man, and his being man is on ac- 
count of the divine goodness. So in every work 
of God, as to its primary root, there appears 
mercy. In all that follows, the power of mercy 
remains, and works indeed with even greater 
force, just as the influence of the first cause is 
more intense than that of second causes. For 
this reason does God out of the abundance of 
His goodness bestow upon creatures what is due 
to them more bountifully than is proportionate 
to their deserts, since less would suffice for 
preserving the order of justice than what the 
divine goodness confers; because between crea- 
tures and God’s goodness there can be no pro- 
portion. 

Reply Obj. 1. Certain works are attributed to 
justice, and certain others to mercy, because in 
some justice appears more forcibly and in 
others mercy. Even in the damnation of the rep- 
robate mercy is seen, which, though it does not 
totally remit, yet somewhat alleviates, in pun- 
ishing short of what is deserved. 

In the justification of the wicked justice is 
seen when God remits sins on account of love, 
though He Himself has mercifully infused that 
love. So we read of Magdalen: Many sinus are 
forgiven her, because she hath loved much 
(Luke 7. 47). 

Reply Obj. 2. God’s justice and mercy appear 
both in the conversion of the Jews and of the 
Nations. But an aspect of justice appears in the 
conversion of the Jews which is not seen in the 
conversion of the Nations, such as, for example, 
that the Jews were saved on account of the 
promises made to the fathers. 

Reply Obj. 3. Justice and mercy appear in the 
punishment of the just in this world, since by 
afflictions lesser faults are cleansed in them, and 
they are the more raised up from earthly affec- 
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tions to God. As to this Gregory says: (Moral. 
xxvi, 13):1 “The evils that: press on us in this 
world force us to go to God.” 

Reply Obj. 4. Although creation presupposes 
nothing in the universe, yet it does presuppose 
something in the knowledge of God. In this way 
too the idea of justice is preserved in crea- 
tion, by the production of beings in a manner 
that accords with the divine wisdom and good- 
ness, And the idea of mercy, also, is preserved 
in the change of creatures from non-being to 
being. 


QUESTION XXII 
THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD 
(in Four Articles) 


HAVING considered those things that relate te 
the will absolutely, we must now proceed to 
those things which have relation to both the in- 
tellect and the will, namely providence, in re- 
spect to all things; also predestination and rep- 
robation and all that is connected with these 
in respect especially of man as regards his eter- 
nal salvation (qQ. xx111). For in the science of 
morals, after the moral virtues themselves, 
comes the consideration of prudence, to which 
providence would seem to belong. Concerning 
God’s providence there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether providence is suitably as- 
signed to God? (2) Whether everything comes 
under divine providence? (3) Whether divine 
providence is immediately concerned with all 
things? (4) Whether divine providence imposes 
any necessity upon things foreseen? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Providence Can Suitably 
Be Attributed to God? 


We proceed thus to the First Arttcle: It 
seems that providence is not suitably assigned 
to God. 

Objection 1. For providence, according to 
Tully (De Invent. ii),? is a part of prudence. 
But prudence, since, according to the Philos- 
opher,’ “it gives good counsel,” cannot belong 
to God, Who never has any doubt for which He 
should take counsel. Therefore providence can- 
not belong to God. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is in God, is eter- 
nal. But providence is not anything eternal, for 
“it is concerned with existing things’ that are 
not eternal, according to Damascene (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 29).4 Therefore there is no provi- 
dence in God. 

1PL 76, 360. * Rhei., 11, 53 (DD 1, 165). 

8 Ethics, Vi, 5 (124026). “PG 94, 964. 
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Obj. 3, Further, there is nothing composite in 
God. But providence seems to be something 
composite, because it includes both the intellect 
and the will. Therefore providence is not in 
God. 

On the contrary, It is said (Wisd. 14. 3): But 
Thou, Father, governeth all things by provt- 
dence. (Vulg., But Thy providence, O Father, 
governeth it.) 

I answer that, It is necessary to attribute 
providence to God. For all the good that is in 
things has been created by God, as was shown 
above (Q. VI, A. 4). In things good is found not 
only as regards their substance, but also as re- 
gards their order towards an end and especially 
their last end, which, as was said above, is the di- 
vine goodness (Q. xx1, A. 4). This good of order 
existing in things created isitself created by God. 
Since, however, God is the cause of things by 
His intellect, and thus it must be that the type 
of every effect should pre-exist in Him, as is 
clear from what has gone before (Q. XIX, Q. XV, 
A. 2; A. 4), it is necessary that the type of the 
order of things towards their end should pre- 
exist in the divine mind, and the type of things 
ordered towards an end is, properly speaking, 
providence. For providence is the chief part of 
prudence, to which two other parts are directed 
—namely, remembrance of the past, and under- 
standing of the present, according as from the 
remembrance of what is past and the under- 
standing of what is present, we gather how to 
provide for the future. Now it bclongs to pru- 
dence, according to the Philosopher! “to order 
other things towards an end,” whether in regard 
to oneself—as for instance, a man is said to be 
prudent, who orders well his acts towards the 
end of life—or in regard to others subject to 
him, in a family, city, or kingdom; in which 
sense it is said (Matt. 24. 45), a fasthful and 
wise servant, whom his lord hath appointed 
over his family. In this way prudence or provi- 
dence may suitably be attributed to God. For 
in God Himself there can be nothing ordered 
towards an end, since He is the last end. This 
type of the order in things towards an end is 
therefore in God called providence. Hence 
Bocthius says (De Consol. iv, 6)* that ‘“Provi- 
dence is the divine type itself, seated in the Su- 
preme Ruler, which disposeth al] things,” which 
disposition may refer either to the type of the 
order of things towards an end, or to the type of 
the order of parts in the whole. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to the Philosopher,’ 

1 Ethics, vt, 12 (11448). 2 PL 63, 816. 

8 Ethics, V1, 9, 10 (114231; 11438). 
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Prudence is what, strictly speaking, “commands 
all that ‘eubulza’ has rightly counselled and 
‘synesis’ rightly judged.” And so, though to take 
counsel may not be fitting to God, from the fact 
that counsel is an inquiry into matters that are 
doubtful, nevertheless to give a command as to 
the ordering of things towards an end, the right 
reason of which He possesses, does belong to 
God, according to Ps. 148. 6: He hath made a 
decree, and it shall not pass away. In this man- 
ner both prudence and providence belong to 
God. Although at the same time it may be said 
that the very reason of things to be done is 
called counsel in God; not because of any in- 
quiry necessitated, but from the certitude of 
the knowledge, to which those who take counsel 
come by inquiry. Hence it is said: Who worketh 
all things according to the counsel of His will 
(Eph. 1. 11). 

Reply Obj. 2. Two things pertain to the care 
of providence—namely, the plan of order, 
which is called providence and disposition; and 
the exccution of order, which is termed govern- 
ment. Of these, the first is eternal, and the sec- 
ond is temporal. 

Reply Obj. 3. Providence resides in the in- 
tellect, but presupposes the act of willing the 
end. Nobody gives a precept about things done 
for an end unless he wills that end. Hence pru- 
dence presupposes the moral virtues, by means 
of which desire is directed towards good, as the 
Philosopher says 4 Even af Providence has to do 
with the divine will and intellect equally, this 
would not affect the divine simplicity, since in 
God both the will and intellect are one and the 
same thing, as we have said above (Q. XIX, 
A. I, A. 4, ADS. 2). 


Article 2. Whether Everything Is Subject to 
the Providence of God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that everything is not subject to divine 
providence. 

Objection 1. For nothing foreseen can happen 
by chance. If then everything was foreseen by 
God, nothing would happen by chance. And 
thus chance and luck would disappear, which is 
against common opinion. 

Obj. 2. Further, a wise provider excludes de- 
fect and evil, as far as he can, from those over 
whom he has a care. But we see many evils 
existing. Either, then, God cannot hinder these, 
and thus is not omnipotent, or elsc He does not 
have care for everything. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever happens of neces- 

4 Jbid., v1, 13 (114432). 
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sity does not require providence or prudence. 
Hence, according to the Philosopher:! ‘‘Pru- 
dence is the right reason of things contingent 
concerning which there is counsel and choice.” 
Since, then, many things happen from necessity, 
everything cannot be subject to providence. 

Obj. 4. Further, whatsoever is left to itself 
cannot be subject to the providence of a gover- 
nor. But men are left to themselves by God, in 
accordance with the words: God made man 
from the beginning, and left him in the hand of 
his own counsel (Ecclus. 15. 14). And particu- 
larly in reference to the wicked: J let them go 
according to the desires of their heart (Ps. 80. 
13). Everything, therefore, cannot be subject to 
divine providence. 

Obj. 5. Further, the Apostle says (I Cor. 9. 
9): God doth not care for oxen (Vulg.,—Doth 
God take care for oxen?), and we may say the 
same of other irrational creatures. Thus every- 
thing cannot be under the care of divine provi- 
dence. 

On the contrary, It is said of Divine Wis- 
dom: She reacheth from end to end mightily, 
and ordereth all things sweetly (Wisd. 8. 1). 

I answer that, Certain persons totally denied 
the existence of providence, as Democritus and 
the Epicureans,? maintaining that the world was 
made by chance. Others’ taught that incorrup- 
tible things only were subject to providence, 
and corruptible things not in their individual 
selves, but only according to their species; for 
in this respect they are incorruptible. They are 
represented as saying (Job 22.14): The clouds 
are His covert; and He doth not consider our 
things; and He walketh about the poles of heav- 
en, Rabbi Moses,’ however, excluded men from 
the generality of things corruptible, on account 
of the excellence of the intellect which they pos- 
sess, but in reference to all else that suffers cor- 
ruption he adhered to the opinion of the others. 

We must say, however, that all things are 
subject to divine providence, not only in gen- 
eral, but even in their own individual selves. 
This is made evident thus. For since every agent 
acts for an end, the ordering of effects towards 
that end extends as far as the causality of the 
first agent extends. From this it happens that in 
the works of an agent something takes place 
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which has no reference towards the end, because 
the effect comes from a cause other than and 
outside the intention of the agent. But the 
causality of God, Who is the first agent, extends 
to all being, not only as to the principles of spe- 
cies, but also as to the individualizing prin- 
ciples; not only of things incorruptible, but also 
of things corruptible. Hence all things that exist 
in whatever manner are necessarily directed by 
God towards some end, as the Apostle says: 
Those things that are of God are well ordered 
(Rom. 13. 1). Since, therefore, as the provi- 
dence of God is nothing less than the type of the 
order of things towards an end, as we have said, 
it necessarily follows that all things, as in so far 
as they participate being, must likewise be sub- 
ject to divine providence. 

It has also been shown (Q. xiv, A. 11) that 
God knows all things, both universal and parti- 
cular. And since His knowledge may be com- 
pared to the thing as the knowledge of art to the 
objects of art as was said above (q. xIv, A. 8), 
all things must of necessity come under His or- 
dering, just as all things wrought by art are sub- 
ject to the ordering of that art. 

Reply Obj. 1. There is a difference between 
universal and particular causes. A thing can es- 
cape the order of a particular cause, but not the 
order of a universal cause. For nothing escapes 
the order of a particular cause except through 
the intervention and hindrance of some other 
particular cause; as, for instance, wood may be 
prevented from burning by the action of water. 
Since, then, all particular causes are included 
under the universal cause, it could not be that 
any effect should take place outside the range 
of that universal cause. So far then as an effect 
escapes the order of a particular cause, it is said 
to be casual or fortuitous in respect to that 
cause; but if we regard the universal cause, out- 
side whose range no effect can happen, it is said 
to be foreseen. Thus, for instance, the meeting 
of two servants, although to them it appears a 
chance circumstance, has been fully foreseen by 
their master, who has purposely sent them to 
meet at the one place, in such a way that the 
one knows not about the other. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is otherwise with one who 
has care of a particular thing and one whose 
providence is universal, because a particular 
provider excludes all defects from what is sub- 
ject to his care as far as he can, whereas one 
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who provides universally allows some defect to 
remain, lest the good of the whole should be 
hindered, Hence, corruption and defects in nat- 
ural things are said to be contrary to some par- 
ticular nature; yet they are in keeping with the 
plan of universal nature, since the defect in one 
thing yields to the good of another, or even to 
the universal good; for the corruption of one is 
the generation of another, by which means the 
species is conserved. Since God, then, provides 
universally for all being, it belongs to His provi- 
dence to permit certain defects in particular ef- 
fects, that the perfect good of the universe may 
not be hindered, for if all evil were prevented 
much good would be absent from the universe. 
A lion would cease to live if there were no slay- 
ing of animals, and there would be no patience 
of martyrs if there were no tyrannical persecu- 
tion. Thus Augustine says (Enchir. ii): “Al- 
mighty God would in no way permit evil to 
exist in His works, unless He were so almighty 
and so good as to produce good even from evil.” 
It would appear that it was on account of these 
two arguments to which we have just replied 
that some were persuaded to consider corrupt- 
ible things—for example, casual and evil things 
-—as removed from the care of divine provi- 
dence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Man is not the author of nature 
but he uses natural things in applying art and 
virtue to his own use. Hence human providence 
does not reach to that which takes place in na- 
ture from necessity; but divine providence ex- 
tends thus far, since God is the author of na- 
ture. Apparently it was this argument that 
moved those who withdrew the course of nature 
from the care of divine providence, attributing 
it rather to the necessity of matter, as Demo- 
critus, and other Naturalists among the an- 
cients.’ 

Reply Obj. 4. When it is said that God left 
man to himself, this does not mean that man is 
exempt from divine providence but merely that 
he has not a prefixed operating force deter- 
mined to only the one effect, as in the case of 
natural things which are only acted upon as 
though directed by another towards an end, and 
do not act of themselves, as if they directed 
themselves towards an end, like rationa! crea- 
tures, through free choice, by which they take 
counsel and choose. Hence it is pointedly said: 
In the hand of his own counsel. But since the 
very act of free choice is traced to God as toa 
cause, it necessarily follows that everything 
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happening from the exercise of free choice must 
be subject to divine providence. For human 
providence is included under the providence of 
God, as a particular under a universal cause. 
God, however, extends His providence over the 
just in a certain more excellent way than over 
the wicked, since, He prevents anything happen- 
ing which would impede their final salvation. For 
to them that love God, all things work together 
unto good (Rom. 8. 28). But from the fact that 
He does not restrain the wicked from the evil of 
sin, He is said to abandon them—not that He 
altogether withdraws His providence from them. 
for otherwise they would return to nothing, if 
they were not preserved by His providence. 
This was the reason that had weight with Tully,® 
who withdrew from the care of divine provi- 
dence human affairs concerning which we take 
counsel, 

Reply Obj. 5. Since a rational creature has, 
through free choice, control over its actions, as 
was said above (Q XIX, A. 10), it is subject to 
divine providence in a special manner, so that 
something is imputed to it as a fault, or as a 
merit; and there is given it accordingly some. 
thing by way of punishment or reward. In this 
way the Apostle withdraws oxen from the care 
of God; not, however, that individual irrational 
creatures escape the care of divine providence, 
as was the opinion of the Rabbi Moses (loc. 
cit.). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Has Immediate Provi- 
dence over Everything? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems thai God has not immediate providence 
over all things. 

Objection 1. For whatever is contained in the 
notion of dignity must be attributed to God. 
But it belongs to the dignity of a »ing that he 
should have ministers, through whose mediation 
he provides for his subjects. Therefore much 
less has God Himself immediate providence 
over all things. 

Obj. 2. Further, it belongs to providence to 
order alt things to an end. Now the end of ev- 
erything is its perfection and its good. But it 
pertains to every cause to direct its effect to 
good; hence every agent cause is a c2use of the 
working out of providence. If therefore God 
were to have immediate providence over all 
things, all secondary causes would be with- 
drawn. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Enchir. 17),‘ 
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that “It is better to be ignorant of some things 
than to know them,” for example, vile things; 
and the Philosopher says the same.' But what- 
ever is better must be assigned to God. There- 
fore He has not immediate providence over vile 
and evil things. 

On the contrary, It is said (Job 34. 13): 
What other hath He appointed over the earth? 
or whom hath He set over the world which He 
made? On which passage Gregory says (Moral. 
xxiv, 20):? Himself He ruleth the world which 
He Himself hath made. 

I answer that, Two things belong to provi- 
dence—namely, the plan of the order of things 
foreordained towards an end, and the execution 
of this order, which is called government. AS re- 
gards the first of these, God has immediate 
providence over everything, because he has in 
His intellect the types of everything, even the 
smallest, and whatsoever causes He assigns to 
certain effects, He gives them the power to pro- 
duce those effects. Hence it must be that He has 
beforehand in idea the order of those effects in 
Himself. As to the second, there are certain in- 
termediaries of God’s providence, for He gov- 
erns things inferior by superior, not on account 
of any defect in His power, but by reason of the 
abundance of His goodness, so that the dignity 
of causality is imparted even to creatures. 

Thus Plato’s opinion, as narrated by Gregory 
of Nyssa (De provid. viii, 3),° is excluded. He 
taught a threefold providence. First, one which 
belongs to the supreme God, Who first and 
foremost has provision over spiritual things, 
and thus over the whole world as regards genus, 
species, and universal causes. The second provi- 
dence, which is over the individuals of all that 
can be generated and corrupted, he attributed 
to the gods who circulate in the heavens; that 
is, certain separate substances, which move cor- 
poreal things in a circular direction. The third 
providence, over human affairs, he assigned to 
demons, whom the Platonic philosophers placed 
between us and the gods, as Augustine tells us.* 

Reply Obj. 1. It pertains to a king’s dignity to 
have ministers who execute his providence. But 
the fact that he has not the plan of those things 
which are done by them arises from a deficiency 
in himself. For every operative science is the 
more perfect the more it considers the particu- 
lar things with which its action is concerned. 
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Reply 05j. 2. God’s immediate provision over 
everything does not exclude the action of sec- 
ondary causes, which are the executors of His 
order, as was said above. 

Reply Obj, 3. It is better for us not to know 
evil and vile things, because by them we are im- 
peded in our knowledge of what is better and 
higher, for we cannot understand many things 
simultaneously, and because the thought of evil 
sometimes perverts the will towards evil. This 
does not hold with God, Who sees everything 
simultaneously at one glance, and whose will 
cannot turn in the direction of evil. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Providence Imposes Any 
Necessity on Things Foreseen? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that divine providence imposes necessity 
upon things foreseen. : 

Objection 1. For every effect that has a per se 
cause, either present or past, which it neces- 
sarily follows, happens from necessity, as the 
Philosopher proves. But the providence of God, 
since it is eternal, pre-exists, and the effect flows 
from it of necessity, for divine providence can- 
not be frustrated. Therefore divine providence 
imposes a necessity upon things foreseen. 

Obj. 2. Further, every provider makes his 
work as stable as he can, lest it should fail. But 
God is most powerful. Therefore He assigns the 
stability of necessity to things provided. 

Obj. 3. Further, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6):5 “Fate from the immutable source of 
providence binds together human acts and for- 
tunes by the indissoluble connection of causes.” 
It seems therefore that providence imposes nec- 
essity upon things foreseen. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says that (Div. 
Nom. iv, 33)’ “to corrupt nature is not the work 
of providence.” But it is in the nature of some 
things to be contingent. Divine providence does 
not therefore impose any necessity upon things 
so as to destroy their contingency. 

I answer that, Divine providence imposes 
necessity upon some things, not upon all, as 
some have believed.’ For to providence it be- 
longs to order things towards an end. Now after 
the divine goodness, which is an end separate 
from all things, the principal good in things 
themselves is the perfection of the universe, 
which would not be, were not all grades of be- 
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ing found in things. Hence it pertains to divine 
providence to produce every grade of being. 
And thus it has prepared for some things neces- 
sary causes, so that they happen of necessity. 
for others contingent causes, that they may hap- 
pen by contingency, according to the condition 
of their proximate causes. 

Reply Obj. 1. The effect of divine providence 
is not only that things should happen somehow, 
but that they should happen either by necessity 
or by contingency. Therefore whatsoever divine 
providence ordains to happen infallibly and of 
necessity happens infallibly and of necessity, 
and that happens from contingency, which the 
plan of divine providence conceives to happen 
from contingency. 

Reply Obj. 2. The order of divine providence 
is unchangeable and certain, so far as all things 
which are provided for by Him happen as they 
have been provided for, whether from necessity 
or from contingency. 

Reply Obj. 3. That indissolubility and un- 
changeableness of which Bocthius speaks per- 
tain to the certainty of providence, which does 
not fail to produce its effect, and that in the way 
of happening that He provided for; but they do 
not pertain to the necessity of the effects. We 
must remember that necessary and contingent 
are properly consequent upon being as such. 
Hence the mode both of necessity and of contin- 
gency falls under the provision of God, who pro- 
vides universally for all being, not under the 
provision of causes that provide only for some 
particular order of things. 


QUESTION XXIII 
OF PREDESTINATION 
(In Eight Articles) 


AFTER the consideration of divine providence, 
we must treat of predestination and the book of 
life (Q. xxIv). Concerning predestination there 
are cight points of inquiry: (1) Whether pre- 
destination is suitably attributed to God? (2) 
What is predestination, and whether it places 
anything in the predestined? (3) Whether to 
God belongs the reptobation of some men? (4) 
On the comparison of predestination '« elec- 
tion; whether, that is to say, the predestined 
are chosen? (5) Whether merits are the cause 
or reason of predestination, or reprobation, or 
election? (6) Of the certainty of predestina- 
tion; whether the predestined will infallibly be 
saved? (7) Whether the number of the pre- 
destined is certain? (8) Whether predestination 
can be furthered by the prayers of the saints? 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether Men Are Predestined by 
God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that men are not predestined by God. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 30) :! “It must be borne in mind that 
God forcknows but does not predetermine ev- 
erything, since He foreknows all that is in us, 
but does not predetermine it all.”” But human 
merit and demerit are in us, since we are the 
masters of our own acts by free choice. All that 
pertains therefore to merit or demerit is not 
predestined by God, and thus man’s predestina- 
tion 1s done away. 

Obj. 2. Further, all creatures are ordered to 
their end by divine providence, as was said 
above (Q. XXII, AA. I, 2). But other creatures 
are not said to be predestined by God. There- 
fore neither are men. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angels are capable of hap- 
piness as well as men. But predestination is not 
suitable to angels, since in them there never was 
any unhappiness (miseria); for predestination, 
as Augustine says (De predest. sanct. 17) 2 is 
the purpose to take pity (miserendi). Therefore 
men are noi predestined. 

Obj. 4. Further, the benefits God confers up- 
on men are revealed by the Holy Ghost to holy 
men according to the saying of the Apostle 
(I Cor. 2. 12): Now we have received not the 
spirit of this world, but the Spirit that is of 
God: that we may know the things that are given 
as from God. Therefore if man were predestined 
by God, since predestination is a benefit from 
God, his predestination would be made known 
to each predestined, which is clearly false. 

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 8. 30): 
Whom He predestined, them He «'so called. 

I answer that, It is fitting that God should 
predestine men. For all things are subject to His 
providence, as was shown above (Q. XXII, A. 2). 
Now it belongs to providence to order things to- 
wards their end, as was also said (Q. XXII, A. 1). 
The end towards which created things are or- 
dered by God is twofold: one which excecds all 
proportion and power of created nature, and 
this end is life eternal, that consists in seeing 
God which is above the nature of every crea- 
ture, as shown above (Q. xm, 4). The other end, 
however, is proportionate to created nature, to 
which end created being can attain according to 
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the power of its nature. Now if a thing cannot 
attain to something by the power of its nature, 
it must be conveyed there by another; thus, an 
arrow is sent by the archer towards a mark. 
Hence, properly speaking, a rational creature, 
capable of eternal life, is led towards it, con- 
veyed, as it were, by God. The plan of that 
direction pre-exists in God, just as in Him is 
the type of the order of all things towards an 
end, which we said to be providence (Q. XXII, 
A. 1). Now the type in the mind of the doer of 
something to be done is a kind of pre-existence 
in him of the thing to be donc. Hence the type 
of this direction of a rational creature towards 
the end of life eternal is called predestination. 
For to destine, is to send. Thus it is clear that 
predestination, as regards its objects, is a part 
of providence. 

Reply Obj. 1. Damascene calls predetermina- 
tion an imposition of necessity, after the man- 
ner of natural things which are predetermined 
towards one end. This is clear from his adding: 
“He does not will malice, nor does He compel 
virtue.” Hence predestination is not excluded 
by him. 

Reply Obj. 2. Irrational creatures are not 
capable of that end which exceeds the power of 
human nature. And so they cannot be properly 
said to be predestined, although improperly the 
term is used in respect of any other end. 

Reply O06). 3. Predestination applies to angels, 
just as it does to men, although they have 
never been unhappy. For movement does not 
take its species from the term from which, but 
from the term to which. Because it matters 
nothing, in respect of the notion of making 
white, whether he who is made white was before 
black, sallow, or ruddy. Likewise it matters 
nothing in respect of the notion of predestina- 
tion whether one is predestined to life cternal 
from the state of misery or not. Although it may 
be said that every conferring of good above that 
which is due pertains to mercy, as was shown 
previously (Q. XXI, AA. 3, ad 2. A. 4). 

Reply Obj. 4. Even if by a special privilege 
their predestination were revealed to some, it is 
not fitting that it should be revealed to every- 
one; because, if so, those who were not pre- 
destined would despair, and security would be- 
get negligence in the predestined. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Predestination Places Any- 
thing in the Predestined? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that predestination does place something 
in the predestined. 
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Objection 1. For every action of itself brings 
in passion. If therefore predestination is action 
in God, predestination must be passion in the 
predestined. 

Obj. 2. Further, Origen says! on the text, He 
who was predestined, etc. (Rom. 1. 4): “Pre- 
destination is of one who is not; destination, of 
one who is.” And Augustine says (De Pred. 
Sanct.):? “What is predestination but the des- 
tination of one who is?” Therefore predestina- 
tion is only of one who actually exists, and it 
thus places something in the predestined. 

Obj. 3. Further, preparation is something in 
the thing prepared. But predestination is “the 
preparation of God’s benefits” as Augustine 
says (De Pred. Sanct. ii, 14).3 Therefore pre- 
destination is something in the predestined. 

Obj. 4. Further, nothing temporal enters into 
the definition of eternity. But grace, which is 
something temporal, is found in the definition 
of predestination. For predestination is said to 
be‘ the “preparation of grace in the present and 
of glory in the future.” Therefore predestination 
is not anything eternal. So it must be that it is 
in the predestined, and not in God, for what- 
ever is In Him is eternal. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (ibid.) that 
predestination is “the foreknowledge of God's 
bencfits.” But foreknowledge is not in the things 
foreknown, but in the person who foreknows 
them. Therefore, predestination is in the one 
who predestines, and not in the predestined. 

I answer that, Predestination is not anything 
in the predestined but only in the person who 
predestines. We have said above (A. 1) that pre- 
destination is a part of providence. Now provi- 
dence is not anything in the things provided for, 
but is a type in the mind of the provider, as 
was proved above (Q. XXII, A. 1.). But the exe- 
cution of providence which is called govern- 
ment is in a passive way in the thing governed, 
and in an active way in the governor. Hence it 
is clear that predestination is a kind of type of 
the ordering of some persons towards eternal 
salvation, existing in the divine mind. The exe- 
cution, however, of this order is in a passive way 
in the predestined, but actively in God. The 
execution of predestination is the calling and 
magnification, according to the Apostle (Rom. 
8. 30): Whom He predestined, them He also 
called ; and whom He called, them He also mag- 
nified (Vulg., justified). 
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Reply 06j. 1. Actions passing out to external 
matter of themselves bring in passion—for ex- 
ample, the actions of warming and cutting; but 
not actions remaining in the agent, as under- 
standing and willing, as said above (QQ. xrv, 
A. 2; XVII, A. 3, Ans. 1). Predestination is an 
action of this latter class. Therefore, it does not 
put anything in the predestined. But its execu- 
tion, which passes out to external things, places 
an effect in them. 

Reply Obj. 2. Destination sometimes denotes 
a real sending of someone to a given end, and 
in this way destination can only be said of some- 
One actually existing. It is taken, however, in 
another sense for a mission which a person con- 
ceives in the mind, and in this manner we are 
said to destine a thing which we firmly propose 
in our mind. In this latter way it is said that 
Eleazar determined not to do any unlawful 
things for the love of life (II Mac. 6. 20). Thus 
destination can be of a thing which does not 
exist, Predestination, however, by reason of the 
antecedent character it implies, can be attrib- 
uted to a thing which does not actually exist, 
in whatever way destination is accepted. 

Reply Obj, 3. Preparation is twofold: of the 
patient in respect to passion, and this is in the 
thing prepared; and of the agent to action, and 
this is in the agent. Such a preparation is pre- 
destination, according as an agent by intellect 
is said to prepare itself to act in so far as it pre- 
conceives the idea of what is to be done. Thus, 
God from all eternity prepared by predestina- 
tion, conceiving the idea of the order of some 
towards salvation. 

Reply Obj. 4. Grace does not come into the 
definition of predestination as something be- 
longing to its essence, but in so far as predes- 
tination implies a relation to grace, as of cause 
to effect, and of act to its object. Hence it does 
not follow that predestination is anything tem- 
poral. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Reprobates Any 
Man? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that God reprobates no man. 

Objection 1. For nobody reprobates what he 
loves. But God loves every man. according to 
(Wisd. 11. 25): Thou lovest all things that are, 
and Thou hatest none of the things Thou hast 
made. Therefore God reprobates no man. 

Obj. 2. Further, if God reprobates any man, 
it would be necessary for reprobation to have 
the same relation to the reprobate as predestina- 
tion has to the predestined. But predestination 
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is the cause of the salvation of the predestined. 
Therefore reprobation will likewise be the cause 
of the loss of the reprobate. But this is false. 
For it is said (Osee 13. 9): Destruction is thy 
own, O Israel; Thy help is only in Me. God does 
not, then, reprobate any man. 

Obj. 3. Further, to no one ought anything to 
be imputed which he cannot avoid. But if God 
reprobates anyone, that one must perish. For it 
is said (Eccl. 7. 14): Consider the works of 
God, that no man can correct whom He hath 
despised. Therefore it could not be imputed to 
any man, were he to perish. But this is false. 
Therefore God does not reprobate anyone. 

On the contrary, It is said (Malach. 1. 2, 3): 
I have loved Jacob, but have hated Esau. 

I answer that, God does reprobate some. For 
it was said above (A. 1) that predestination is a 
part of providence. To providence, however, it 
belongs to permit certain defects in those things 
which are subject to providence, as was said 
above (Q. XxII, A. 2). Thus, as men are or- 
dained to eternal life through the providence of 
God, it likewise is part of that providence to 
permit some to fall away from that end; this js 
called reprobation. 

Thus, as predestination is a part of provi- 
dence, in regard to those divinely ordained to 
eternal salvation, so reprobation is a part of 
providence in regard to those who turn aside 
from that end. Hence reprohation implies not 
only foreknowledge, but also something more, 
as does providence, as was said above (Q. XXII, 
A. 1. Ans. 3). Therefore, as predestination in- 
cludes the will to confer grace and glory, so also 
reprobation includes the will to permit a person 
to fall into sin, and to impose the punishment of 
damnation on account of that sin. 

Reply Obj. 1. God loves all men and all crea- 
tures, in so far as He wishes them all some good, 
but He does not wish every good to them all. So 
far, therefore, as He does not wish this particu- 
lar good—namely, eternal life—He is said to 
hate or reprobate them. 

Reply Obj. 2. Reprobation differs in its caus- 
ality from predestination. This latter is the 
cause both of what is expected in the future life 
by the predestined—namely, glory—and of 
what is received in this life—namely, grace. 
Reprobation, however, is not the cause of what 
is in the present—namely, sin, but it is the cause 
of abandonment by God. It is the cause, how- 
ever, of what is assigned in the future—namely, 
eternal punishment. But guilt procceds from the 
free choice of the person who is reprobated and 
deserted by grace. In this way the word of the 


FIRST PART Q. 23. ART. 5 


prophet is true-—namely, Destruction ts thy 
own, O Tsrael. 

Reply Obj. 3. Reprobation by God does not 
take anything away from the power of the per- 
son reprobated. Hence, when it is said that the 
reprobated cannot obtain grace, this must not 
be understood as implying absolute impossibil- 
ity, but only conditional impossibility; as was 
said above (Q. XIX, A. 8, Ans. 1), that the pre- 
destined must necessarily be saved, yet by a 
conditional necessity, which does not do away. 
with the liberty of choice. Hence, although any- 
one reprobated by God cannot acquire grace, 
nevertheless that he falls into this or that par- 
ticular sin comes from his free choice. And so 
it is rightly imputed to him as guilt. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Predestined Are 
Chosen by God? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the predestined are not chosen by 
God. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Dzv. Nom. 
iv, 1)! that as the corporeal sun sends his rays 
upon all without selection, so does God His 
goodness. But the goodness of God is commu- 
nicated to some in an especial manner through 
a participation of grace and glory. Therefore 
God without any selection communicates His 
grace and glory; and this belongs to predestina- 
tion. 

Obj. 2. Further, election is of things that ex- 
ist. But predestination from all eternity is also 
of things which do not exist. Therefore, some 
are predestined without election. 

Obj. 3. Further, election implies some dis- 
crimination. Now God wills all men to be saved 
(I Tim. 2. 4). Therefore, predestination which 
ordains men beforehand towards eternal salva- 
tion, is without election. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ephes. 1. 4): He 
chose us in Him before the foundation of the 
world. 

I answer that, Predestination presupposes 
election in the order of reason, and election pre- 
supposes love. The reason of this is that pre- 
destination, as stated above (A. 1), is a part of 
providence. Now providence, as also prudence, 
is the plan existing in the intellect directing the 
ordering of some things towards an end, as was 
proved above (Q. xxi, A. 1). But nothing is 
directed towards an end unless the will for that 
end already exists. Hence.the predestination of 
some to eternal salvation presupposes, in the 
order of reason, that God wills their salvation, 
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and to this belong both election and love:— 
love, in so far as He wills them this particular 
good of eternal salvation, since to love is to wish 
good to anyone, as stated above (q. Xx, AA. 2, 
3); election, in so far as He wills this good to 
some in preference to others, since He repro- 
bates some, as stated above (A. 3). 

Election and love, however, are differently 
ordered in God, and in ourselves, because in us 
the will in loving does not cause good, but we 
are incited to love by the good which already 
exists; and therefore we choose someone to 
love, and so election in us precedes love. In God, 
however, it is the reverse. For His will, by which 
in loving He wishes good to someone, is the 
cause of that good possessed by some in prefer- 
ence to others. Thus it is clear that love pre- 
cedes election in the order of reason, and elec- 
tion precedes predestination. And so all the pre- 
destinate are objects of election and love. 

Reply Obj. 1. If the communication of the 
divine goodness in general be considered, God 
communicates His goodness without election, 
since there is nothing which does not in some 
way share in His goodness, as we said above 
(q. vi, A. 4). But if we consider the communi- 
cation of this or that particular good, He does 
not allot it without election, since He gives cer- 
tain goods to some men, which He does not give 
to others. Thus in the conferring of grace and 
glory election is implied. 

Reply Obj. 2. When the will of the person 
choosing is stirred up to make a choice by the 
good already pre-existing in the thing, the 
choice must be of those things which already 
exist, as happens in our choice. In God it is 
otherwise, as was said above (Q. Xx, A. 2). 
Thus, as Augustine says :? “Those are chosen by 
God, who do not exist; yet He does not err in 
His choice.” 

Reply Obj. 3. God wills all men to be saved 
by His antecedent will, which is to will not ab- 
solutely but relatively as we have said above 
(q. xIx, A. 6); and not by His consequent will, 
which is to will absolutely. 


ARTICLE 5, Whether the Foreknowledge of Mer- 
its Is the Cause of Predestination? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that foreknowledge of merits is the cause 
of predestination. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Rom. 8, 
29): Whom He foreknow, He also predesit- 
nated. Again a gloss of Ambrose on Rom. 9. 15: 
I will have mercy upon whom I will have mercy 

2 Serm. ad Popul., xvi, 4 (PL 38, 173). 
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says: “I will give mercy to him who, I foresee, 
will turn to Me with his whole heart.” There- 
fore it seems the foreknowledge of merits is the 
case of predestination. 

Obj. 2. Further, Divine predestination in- 
cludes the divine will, which can not be irration- 
al, since predestination is the purpose to have 
mercy, as Augustine says (De Pred. Sanct.).? 
But there can be no other reason for predestina- 
tion than the foreknowledge of merits. There- 
fore it must be the cause or reason of predes- 
tination. 

Obj. 3. Further, There is no injustice in God 
(Rom. 9. 14). Now it would seem unjust that 
unequal things be given to equals. But all men 
are equal as regards both nature and original 
sin, and inequality in them arises from the mer- 
its or demerits of their own actions. Therefore 
God does not prepare unequal things for men 
by predestining and reprobating, unless through 
the foreknowledge of their merits and demerits. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Tit. 3. 
5): Not by the works of justice which we have 
done, but according to His mercy He saved us. 
But as He saved us, so He predestined that we 
should be saved. Therefore, foreknowledge of 
merits is not the cause or reason of predestina- 
tion. 

I answer that, Since predestination includes 
will, as was said above (AA. 3, 4), the reason of 
predestination must be sought for in the same 
way as was the reason of the will of God. Now 
it was shown above (Q. XIX, A. 5) that we can- 
not assign any cause of the divine will on the 
part of the act of willing; but a reason can be 
found on the part of the things willed, in so far 
as God wills one thing on account of something 
else. Therefore nobody has been so insanc as to 
say that merit is the cause of divine predes- 
tination as regards the act of the predestinator. 
But the question is this, whether, as regards the 
effect. predestination has any cause; or what 
comes to the same thing, whether God pre-or- 
dained that He would give the effect of predes- 
tination to anyone on account of any merits. 

Accordingly there were some who held that 
the effect of predestination was pre-ordained 
for some on account of pre-existing merits in a 
former life. This was the opinion of Origen,? 
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who thought that the souls of men were created 
in the beginning, and according to the diversity 
of their works different states were assigned to 
them in this world when united to the body. 
The Apostle, however, rebuts this opinion where 
he says (Rom. g. 11, 12): For when they were 
not yet born, nor had done any good or evil,... 
not of works, but of Him that calleth, it was 
said to her: The elder shall serve the younger. 

Others said that pre-existing merits in this life 
are the reason and cause of the effect of predes- 
tination. For the Pclagians taught‘ that the be- 
ginning of doing well came from us. and the 
completion from God, so that it came about that 
the effect of predestination was granted to one 
and not to another because the one made a be- 
ginning by preparing, whereas the other did not. 
But against this we have the saying of the 
Apostle (IT Cor. 3. 5), that we are not sufficient 
to think anything of ourselves as of ourselves. 
Now no principle of action can be found pre- 
vious to the act of thinking. Therefore it can- 
not be said that anything begun in us can be the 
reason of the effect of predestination. 

And so others said’ that merits following the 
effect of predestination are the reason of pre- 
destination. giving us to understand that God 
gives grace to a person, and pre-ordains that He 
will give it, because He knows beforehand that 
He will make good use of that grace, as if a 
king were to give a horse to a soldier because he 
knows he will make good use of it. But these 
seem to have drawn a distinction between that 
which flows from grace, and that which flows 
from free choice, as If the same thing cannot 
come from both It is, however, manifest that 
what is of grace is the effect of predestination; 
and this cannot be considered as the reason of 
predestination, since it is contained in the no- 
tion of predestination. Therefore, if anything 
else in us be the reason of predestination, it will 
be outside the effect of predestination. Now 
there is no distinction between what flows from 
free chowe and what is of predestination, as 
there is no distinction between what flows from 
a secondary cause and from a first cause. For 
the providence of God produces effects through 
the operation of secondary causes, as was above 
shown (Q. XX, A. 3). Therefore, that which 
flows from free choice is also of predestination. 

We must say, therefore, that the effect of 
predestination may be considered in a twofold 

4See 11 Council of Carthage, 416; can. 5 (MA 1H, 322; 
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light. In one way, in particular; and thus there 
is no reason why one effect of predestination 
should not be the reason or cause of another, a 
subsequent effect being the reason of a previous 
effect, as its final cause, and the previous effect 
being the reason of the subsequent as its merito- 
rious cause, which is reduced to the disposition 
of the matter. Thus we might say that God pre- 
ordained to give glory on account of merit, and 
that He preordained to give grace to merit 
glory. 

In another way, the effect of predestination 
may be considered in general. Thus, it is impos- 
sible that the whole of the effect of predestina- 
tion in general should have any cause as coming 
from us, because whatsoever is in man ordering 
him towardsssalvation is included wholly under 
the effect of predestination, even the prepara- 
tion for grace. For neither does this happen 
otherwise than by divine help, according to the 
prophet Jeremius (Lam. 5. 21): Convert us, O 
Lord, to Thee, and we shall be converted. Yet 
predestination has in this way, in regard to its 
effect, the goodness of God for its reason, to- 
wards which the whole effect of predestination 
is ordered as to an end, and from which it pro- 
ceeds, as from its first moving principle. 

Reply Obj. 1. The use of grace foreknown by 
God is not the cause of conferring grace, cx- 
cept after the manner of a final cause; as was 
explained above. 

Reply Obj. 2. Predestination has its reason in 
the goodness of God as regards its effects in gen- 
eral. Considered in its particular effects, how- 
ever, one effect is the reason of another, as al- 
ready stated. 

Reply Obj. 3. The reason for the predestina- 
tion of some and reprobation of others must be 
sought for in the goodness of God. Thus He is 
said to have made all things through His good- 
ness, so that the divine goodness might be repre- 
sented in things. Now it is necessary that God’s 
goodness, which in itself is one and undivided, 
should be manifested in many ways in His crea- 
tion, because creatures in themselves cannot at- 
tain to the simplicity of God. Thus it is that for 
the completion of the universe there are re- 
quired different grades of being, some of which 
hold a high and some a low place in the uni- 
verse. That this multiformity of grades may be 
preserved in things, God allows some evils, lest 
many good things should never happen, as was 
said above (Q. II, A. 3, ANS. I; Q. XXII. A. 2). 

Let us then consider the whole of the human 
race, as we consider the whole universe. God 
wills to manifest His goodness in men: in re- 
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spect to those whom He predestines, by means 
of His mercy, in sparing them; and in respect 
of others, whom he reprobates, by means of His 
justice, in punishing them. This is the reason 
why God elects some and rejects others. To this 
the Apostle refers, saying (Rom. 9. 22, 23): 
What if God, willing to show His wrath (that 
is, the vengeance of His justice), and to make 
His power known, endured (that is, permitted) 
with much patience vessels of wrath, fitted for 
destruction; that He might show the riches of 
His glory on the vessels of mercy, which He 
hath prepared unto glory (Rom. 9. 22, 23); 
and (II Tim. 2. 20): But in a great house there 
are not only vessels of gold and silver; but alsc 
of wood and of earth; and some, indeed, untc 
honour, but some unto dishonour. 

Yet why He chooses some for glory and rep- 
robates others has no reason except the divine 
will. Hence Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in 
Joan ):! “Why He draws one, and another He 
draws not, scek not to judge, if thou dost not 
wish to err.” Thus too, in the things of nature, 
a reason can be assigned, since prime matter is 
altogether uniform, why one part of it was 
fashioned hy God from the beginning under the 
form of fire. another under the form of earth, 
that there might be a diversity of species in 


' things of nature. Yet why this particular part 


of matter is under this particular form, and that 
under another, depends upon the simple will 
of God; as from the simple will of the artificer 
it depends that this stone is in this part of the 
wall, and that in another, although the plan re- 
quires that some stones should be in this place, 
and some in that place. 

Neither on this account can there be said to 
he injustice in God if He prepares unequal lots 
for not unequal things. This would be alto- 
gether contrary to the notion of justice if the 
effect of predestination were granted as a debt, 
and not from grace. In things which are given 
from grace a person can give more or less, just 
as he pleases (provided he deprives nobody of 
his due). without any infringement of justice. 
This is what the master of the house said: Take 
what ts thine, and go thy way. Is it not lawful 
for me to do what I will? (Matt. 20. 14, 15). 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Predestination Is Certain? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that predestination is not certain. 
Objection 1. Because on the words Hold fast 
that which thou hast, that no one take thy 
crown (Apoc. 3. 11), Augustine says (De Corr. 
1 PL 35, 1607. 
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et Grat, 13) :’ “Another will not receive, unless 
this one were to lose it.” Hence the crown 
which is the effect of predestination can be both 
acquired and lost. Therefore predestination is 
not certain. 

Obj, 2. Further, granted what is possible, 
nothing impossible follows. But it is possible 
that one predestined—for example, Peter— 
may sin and then be killed. But if this were so, 
it would follow that the effect of predestination 
would be thwarted. This, then, is not impos- 
sible. Therefore predestination is not certain. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever God could do in 
the past, He can do now. But He could have 
not predestined whom He has predestined. 
Therefore now He is able not to predestine him. 
Therefore predestination is not certain. 

On the contrary, A gloss on Rom. 8. 29: 
Wham He foreknew, He also predestinated, 
says’: ““Predestination is the foreknowledge and 
preparation of the benefits of God, by which 
whosoever are freed will most certainly be 
freed.” 

I answer that, Predestination most certainly 
and infallibly takes effect; yet it does not im- 
pose any necessity, so that, namely, its effect 
should take place from necessity. For it was 
said above (A. 1), that predestination is a part 
of providence. But not all things subject to 
providence are necessary, some things happen- 
ing from contingency, according to the condi- 
tion of the proximate causes, which divine prov- 
idence has ordered for such effects. Yet the or- 
der of providence is infallible, as was shown 
above (Q. xxII, A. 4). So also the order of pre- 
destination is certain; yet free choice from 
which the effect of nredestination has its con- 
tingency, is not taken away. Moreover all that 
has been said about the divine knowledge and 
will (QQ. xIv, A. 13, and xIx, A. 8) must also be 
taken into consideration, since they do not 
take away confingency from things, although 
they themselves are most certain and infallible. 

Reply Obj. 1. The crown may be said to be- 
long to a person in two ways: first, by God’s 
predestination, and thus no one loses his crown; 
secondly, by the merit of grace, for what we 
merit, in a certain way is ours, and thus anyone 
can lose his crown by mortal sin. Anotier per- 
son receives that crown thus lost, since he takes 
the former’s place. For God does not permit 
some to fall without raising others, according to 
Job 34. 24: He shall break in pieces many and 
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innumerable, and make others to stand in their 
stead. Thus men are substituted in the place of 
the fallen angels, and the Gentiles in that of the 
Jews. He who is substituted for another in the 
state of grace also receives the crown of the 
fallen in that in eternal life he will rejoice at 
the good the other has done, in which life he 
will rejoice at all good whether done by himself 
or by others. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although it is possible for one 
who is predestined considered in himself to die 
in mortal sin, yet it is not possible, supposed, as 
in fact it is supposed, that he is predestined. 
Hence it does not follow that predestination 
can fall short of its effect. 

Reply 067. 3. Since predestination includes' 
the divine will as stated above (@. XIX, A. 3), 
and the fact that God wills any created thing is 
necessary on the supposition that He so wills, 
on account of the immutability of the divine 
will, but is not necessary absolutely, so the same 
must be said of predestination. Therefore we 
ought not to say that God is able not to pre- 
destine one whom He has predestined, taking 
it in a composite sense, though, absolutely 
speaking, God can predestine or not. But in this 
way the certainty of predestination is not taken 
away. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Number of the 
Predestined Is Certain? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the number of the predestined is not 
certain. 

Objection 1. For a number to which an addi- 
tion can be made is not certain. But there can 
be an addition to the number of the predestined 
as it seems, for it is written (Deut. 1. 11): The 
Lord God adds to this number many thousands, 
and a gloss adds,’ “fixed by Go, who knows 
those who belong to Him.” Therefore the num- 
ber of the predestined is not certain. 

Obj. 2. Further, no reason can be assigned 
why God preordains to salvation one number of 
men more than another. But nothing is ar- 
ranged by God without a reason. Therefore the 
number to be saved preordained by God can- 
not be certain. 

Obj. 3. Further, the operations of God are 
more perfect than those of nature. But in the 
works of nature good is found in the majority 
of things, defect and evil in the minority. If, 
then, the number of the saved were fixed by 
God at a certain figure, there would be more 
saved than lost. Yet the contrary follows from 
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Matt. 7. 13, 14: For wide is the gate, and 
broad the way that leadeth to destruction, and 
many there are who go in thereat. How narrow 
is the gate, and. strait is the wey that leadeth 
to life; and few there are that find tt! Therefore 
the number of those preordained by God to be 
saved is not certain. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Corr. et 
Grat. 13):1 “The number of the predestined is 
certain, and can neither be increased nor di- 
minished.” 

I answer that, The number of the predestined 
is certain. Some have said? that it was formally, 
but not materially certain, as if we were to say 
that it was certain that a hundred or a thousand 
would be saved, not however these or those in- 
dividuals. But this takes away the certainty of 
predestination, of which we spoke above (A. 6). 
Therefore we must say that to God the number 
of the predestined is certain, not only formally, 
but also materially. 

It must, however, be observed that the num- 
ber of the predestined is said to be certain to 
God not only by reason of His knowledge, be- 
cause, that is to say, He knows how many will 
be saved (for in this way the number of drops 
of rain and the sands of the sea are certain to 
God), but by reason of His deliberate choice 
and determination. 

For the further evidence of this we must re- 
member that every agent intends to make some- 
thing finite, as is clear from what has been said 
above when we treated of the infinite (q. vu, A. 
4). Now whoever intends some definite measure 
in his effect thinks out some definite number in 
the essential parts, which are by their very na- 
ture required for the perfection of the whole. 
For of thase things which are required not prin- 
cipally, but only on account of something else, 
he does not select any definite number per se, 
but he accepts and uses them in such numbers 
as are necessary on account of that other thing. 
For instance, a builder thinks out the definite 
measurements of a house, and also the definite 
number of rooms which he wishes to make in 
the house, and definite measurements of the 
walls and the roof; he does not, however, select 
a definite number of stones, but accepts and 
uses just so many as are sufficient for the re- 
quired measurements of the wall. 

So also must we consider concerning God in 
regard to the whole universe, which is His ef- 
fect. For He preordained the measurements of 
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the whole of the universe, and what number 
would befit the essential parts of that universe 
—-that is to say, which have in some way been 
ordained in perpetuity; how many spheres, how 
many stars, how many elements, and how many 
species of things. Individuals, however, which 
undergo corruption, are not ordained as it were 
chiefly for the good of the universe, but in a 
secondary way, in so far as the good of the spe- 
cles is preserved through them. Hence, although 
God knows the number of all the individuals, 
the number of oxen, flies, and the like is not 
preordained by God per se, but divine provi- 
dence produces just so many as are sufficient 
for the preservation of the species. 

Now of all creatures the rational creature is 
chiefly ordained for the good of the universe, 
being as such incorruptible;.more especially 
those who attain to eternal happiness, since 
they more immediately reach the ultimate end. 
Hence the number of the predestined is certain 
to God not only by way of knowledge, but also 
by way of a principal preordination. 

It is not exactly the same thing in the case 
of the number of the reprobate, who would 
seem to be preordained by God for the good of 
the elect, in whose regard al] things work to- 
gether unto good (Rom. 8. 28). Concerning the 
number of all the predestined, some say® that 
so many men will be saved as angels fell; some,‘ 
sO many as there were angels left; others,’ as 
many as the number of angels who fell, added 
to that of all the angels created by God. It is, 
however, better to say that, “to God alone is 
known the number for whom is reserved eternal 
happiness.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of Deuteronomy 
must be taken as applied to those who are 
marked out by God beforehand in respect to 
present justice. For their number is increased 
and diminished, but not the number of the pre- 
destined. 

Reply Obj. 2. The reason of the quantity of 
any one part must be judged from the propor- 
tion of that part to the whole. Thus in God the 
reason why He has made so many stars, or so 
many species of things, or predestined so many, 
is according to the proportion of the principal 
parts to the good of the whole universe. 
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Reply Obj. 3. The good that is proportionate 
to the common state of nature is to be found in 
the majority and is wanting in the minority. 
The good that exceeds the common state of na- 
ture is to be found in the minority, and is want- 
ing in the majority. Thus it is clear that the 
majority of men have a sufficient knowledge for 
the guidance of life, and those who have not this 
knowledge are said to be half-witted or foolish; 
but they who attain to a profound knowledge 
of things intelligible are a very small minority 
in respect to the rest. Since their eternal happi- 
ness, consisting in the vision of God, exceeds the 
common state of nature, and especially in so far 
as this is deprived of grace through the cor- 
ruption of original sin, those who are saved are 
in the minority. In this especially, however, ap- 
pears the mercy of God, that He has chosen 
some for that salvation, from which very many 
in accordance with the common course and 
tendency of nature fall short. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Predestination Can Be 
Furthered by the Prayers of the Saints? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that predestination cannot be furthered 
by the prayers of the saints. 

Objection 1. For nothing eternal can be in- 
terfered with by anything temporal; and in 
consequence nothing temporal can help towards 
making something else eternal. But predestina- 
tion is eternal. Therefore. since the prayers of 
the saints are temporal, they cannot so help as 
to cause anyone to become predestined. Pre- 
destination therefore is not furthered by the 
prayers of the saints. 

Obj. 2. Further, as there is no need of coun- 
sel except on account of defective knowledge, 
so there is no need of help except through de- 
fective power. But neither of these things can 
be said of God when He predestines. Whence 
it is said: Who hath helped the Spirit of the 
Lord? (Vulg., Who hath known the mind of the 
Lord?) Or who hath been His counsellor? 
(Rom. 11. 34). Therefore predestination can- 
not be furthered by the prayers of the saints. 

Obj. 3. Further, if a thing can be helped, it 
can also be hindered. But predestination cannot 
be hindered by anything. Therefore it cannot be 
furthered by anything. 

On the contrary, It is said that Isaac be- 
sought the Lord for his wife because she was 
barren; and He heard Him and made Rebecca 
to conceive (Gen. 25. 21). But from that con- 
ception Jacob was born, and he was predes- 
tined. Now his predestination would not have 
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happened if he had never been born. Therefore 
predestination can be furthered by the prayers 
of the saints. 

I answer that, Concerning this question, there 
were different errors. Some,! regarding the cer- 
tainty of divine predestination, said that pray- 
ers were superfluous, as also anything else done 
to attain salvation, because whether these things 
were done or not, the predestined would attain, 
and the reprobate would not attain, eternal 
salvation. But against this opinion are all the 
warnings of Holy Scripture, exhorting us to 
prayer and other good works. 

Others declared* that the divine predestina- 
tion was altered through prayer. This is stated 
to have been the opinion of the Egyptians, who 
thought that the divine ordination, which they 
called fate, could be interfered with by certain 
sacrifices and prayers. Against this also is the 
authority of Scripture. For it is said: But the 
triumpher in Israel will not spare and will not 
be moved to repentance (I Kings 15. 29); and 
that the gifts and the calling of God are without 
repentance (Rom. 11. 29). 

Therefore we must say otherwise that in 
predestination two things are to be considered 
—namely, the divine preordination, and its ef- 
fect. As regards the former, in no way can pre- 
destination be furthered by the prayers of the 
saints. For it is not due to their prayers that 
anyone is predestined hy God. As regards the 
latter, predestination is said to be helped by the 
prayers of the saints, and by other good works, 
because providence, of which predestination is 
a part, does not do away with secondary causes 
but so provides effects that the order of sec- 
ondary causes falls also under providence. So, 
as natural effects are provided by God in such 
a way that natural causes are directed to bring 
about those natural effects, without which those 
effects would not happen, so the salvation of a 
person is predestined by God in such a way that 
whatever helps that person towards salvation 
falls under the order of predestination; whether 
it be one’s own prayers, or those of another, or 
other ‘good works, and the like, without which 
one would not attain to salvation. And so, the 
predestined must strive after good works and 
prayer because through these means predestina- 
tion is most certainly fulfilled. For this reason 
it is said: Labour the more that by good works 


1 De Ver., Q. VI, A 6: “And this was said to have been 
the opinion of Epicurus.” See the fragment of Epicurus 
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2 Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., Chap. 36 (PG 40, 746). See 
below, Q. CXVI, A. 3. 


FIRST PART Q. 24. ART. 1 


you may make sure your calling and election 
(II Pet. 1. 10). 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument shows that pre- 
destination is not furthered by the prayers of 
the saints as regards the preordination. 

Reply Obj. 2. One is said to be helped by an- 
other in two ways. In one way, in so far as he 
receives power from him, and to be helped thus 
belongs to the weak; but this cannot be said of 
God, and thus we are to understand, Who hath 
helped the Spirit of the Lord? In another way 
one is said to be helped by a person through 
whom he carries out his work, as a master 
through a servant. In this way God is helped by 
us, in 50 far as we exccute His orders, accord- 
ing to I Cor. 3. 9: We are God's coadjutors. 
Nor is this on account of any defect in the 
power of God, but because He employs inter- 
mediary causes, in order that the beauty of or- 
der may be served in things, and also that He 
may communicate to creatures the dignity of 
causality. 

Reply 0b]. 3. Secondary causes cannot escape 
the order of the first universal cause, as has 
been said above (q xIx, a. 6): indecd, thev 
execute that order. And therefore predestina- 
tion can be furthered by creatures, but it cannot 
be impeded by them. 


QUESTION XXIV 
THE BOOK OF LIFE 
(In Three Articles) 


WE now consider the book of life, concerning 
which there are three points of inquiry: (1) 
What is the book of life? (2) Of what life is it 
the book? (3) Whether anyone can be blotted 
out of the book of life? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Rook of Life Is the 
Same As Predestination? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that the hook of life is not the same thing 
as predestination. 

Objection 1. For it is said, All these things are 
the book of life (Ecclus. 24. 32)—that is, the 
Old and New Testament according to a gloss.' 
This. however, is not predestination. Therefore 
the book of life is not predestination. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says’ that the 
book of life is ‘a certain divine energy, by 
which it happens that to each one his good or 
evil works are recalled to memory.” But divine 
energy belongs, it seems, not to predestination, 


1 Glossa interl., (1m, 412v). 
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but rather to divine power. Therefore the book 
of life is not the same thing as predestination. 

Obj. 3. Further, Reprobation is opposed to 
predestination. So, if the book of life were the 
same as predestination. there should also be a 
book of death, as there is a book of life. 

On the contrary, It is said in a gloss upon Ps. 
68. 29,3 Let them be blotted out of the book of 
the living: “This book is the knowledge of 
God, by which He hath predestined to life those 
whom He foreknew.” 

I answer that, The book of life is in God 
taken in a metaphorical sense, according to a 
comparison with human affairs. For it is usual 
among men that they who are chosen for any 
office should be inscribed in a book: as, for in- 
stance, soldiers, or counsellors. who formerly 
were called conscript Fathers. Now it is clear 
from the preceding (q. xx1II, A. 4) that all the 
predestined are chosen by God to possess eter- 
nal life. This conscription, therefore, of the pre- 
destined is called the book of life. 

A thing is said metaphorically to be written 
upon the mind of anyone when it is firmly held 
in the memory, according to Prov. (3. 3): 
Forget not My law, and let thy heart keep My 
commandments, and further on, Write them in 
the tables of thy heart. For things are written 
down in material books to help the memory. 
Hence, the knowledge of God, by which He 
firmly remembers that He has predestined some 
to eternal life, is called the book of life. For as 
the writing in a book is the sign of things tu be 
done, so the knowledge of God is a sign in Him 
of those who are to be brought to eternal life. 
according to II Tim. 2. 19: The sure foundation 
of God standeth firm, having this seal; the Lord 
knoweth who are His. 

Reply Obj. 1. The book of life may be un- 
derstood in two senses. In one sense as the in- 
scription of those who are chosen to life; thus 
we now speak of the book of life. In another 
sense the inscription of those things which lead 
us to life may be called the book of life; and 
this also is twofold, either as of things to be 
done, and thus the Old and New Testaments 
are called a book of life; or of things already 
done, and thus that divine energy by which it 
happens that to each one his deeds will be re- 
called to memory is spoken of as the book of 
life. Thus that also may be called the book of 
war, whether it contains the names inscribed of 
those chosen for military service, or treats of 
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the art of warfare, or relates the deeds of 
soldiers. - 

Hence the solution of the Second Objection 
is clear. - 

Reply Obj. 3. It is the custom to inscribe not 
those who are rejected, but those who are 
chosen. Hence there is no book of death cor- 
responding to reprobation, as the book of life 
to predestination. 

Reply Obj. 4. Predestination and the book of 
life are different aspects of the same thing. For 
this latter implies the knowledge of predestina- 
tion, as also is made clear from the gloss quoted 
above. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Book of Life Regards 
Only the Life of Glory of the Predestined? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the book of life does not only re- 
gard the life of glory of the predestined. 

Objection 1. For the book of life is the knowl- 
edge of life. But God, through His own life, 
knows all other life. Therefore the book of life 
is so called especially in regard to divine life, 
and not only in regard to the life of the predes- 
tined. 

Obj. 2. Further, as the life of glory comes 
from God, so also does the life of nature. There- 
fore, if the knowledge of the life of glory is 
called the book of life, so also should the knowl- 
edge of the life of nature be so called. 

Obj. 3. Further, some are chosen to the life 
of grace who are not chosen to the life of glory. 
as is clear from what is said: Have not I 
chosen you twelve, and one of vou is a devil? 
(John 6. 71). But the book of life is the inscrip- 
tion of the divine election. as stated above (A. 
1). Therefore it applies also to the life of grace. 

On the contrary, The book of life is the 
knowledge of predestination, as stated above 
(A, 1). But predestination does not regard the 
life of grace, except so far as it is ordered to 
glory; for those are not predestined who have 
grace and yet fail to obtain glory. The book of 
life therefore is only so called in regard to the 
life of glory. 

I answer that, The book of life, as stated 
above (A. 1), implies a conscription ox 1 knowl- 
edge of those chosen to life. Now a man 1s 
chosen for something which does not belong to 
him by nature; and again that to which a man 
is chosen has the aspect of an end. For a soldier 
is not chosen or inscribed merely to put on ar- 
mour, but to fight, since this is the proper duty 
to which military service is directed. But the 
life of glory is an end above nature, as said 
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above (Q. XII, A. 4; Q. Xxmt, a. 1). Therefore, 
strictly speaking, the book of life regards the 
life of glory. 

Reply Obj. 1. The divine life, even consid- 
ered as a life of glory, is natural to God; hence 
in His regard there is no election, and in con- 
sequence no book of life; for we do not say 
that anyone is chosen to possess the power of 
sense, or any of those things that are conse- 
quent on nature. 

From this we gather the Reply to the Second 
Objection, For there is no election, nor a book 
of life as regards the life of nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. The life of grace has the aspect 
not of an end, but of something directed to- 
wards an end. Hence nobody is said to be 
chosen to the life of grace except so far as the 
life of grace is directed to glory. For this reason 
those who, possessing grace, fail to obtain glory, 
are not said to be chosen absolutely, but rela- 
tively. Likewise they are not said to be written 
in the book of life absolutely, but relatively; 
that is to say, that it is in the ordination and 
knowledge of God that they are to have some 
relation to eternal life, according to their par- 
ticipation in grace. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Anyone May Be Blotted 
out of the Book of Life? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that no one may be blotted out of the 
book of life. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says!: “God's 
foreknowledge. which cannot be deceived, is 
the book of life.’ But nothing can be taken 
away ftom the foreknowledge of God, nor from 
predestination. Therefore neither can anyone 
be blotted out from the book of life. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is in a thing is in it 
according to the disposition of that thing. But 
the book of life is something eternal and im- 
mutable. Therefore whatsoever is written in it 
is there not in a temporary way, but immovably 
and indelibly. 

Obj. 3. Further, blotting out is the contrary 
to inscription. But nobody can be written a sec- 
ond time in the book of life. Neither therefore 
can he be blotted out. 

On the contrary, It is said, Let them be 
blotted out from the book of the living. (Ps. 
68. 29). 

I answer that, Some have said that none could 
be really blotted out of the book of life, but 
only in the opinion of men. For it is customary 
in the Scriptures to say that something is done 

1 City of God, xx, 15 (PL 41, 681). 
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when it becomes: known. Thus some are said 
to be written in the book of life because men 
think they are written therein, on account of 
the present justice they see in them; but when 
it becomes evident, either in this world or in the 
next, that they have fallen from that justice, 
they are then said to be blotted out. And thus 
a gloss explains the passage: Let them be blot- 
ted out of the book of the living. 

But because not to be blotted out of the book 
of life is placed among the rewards of the just, 
according to the text, He that shall overcome, 
shall thus be clothed in white garments, and I 
will not blot his name out of the book of life 
(Apoc. 3. 5) (and what is promised to holy 
men, is not merely something in the opinion of 
men), it can therefore be said that to be blotted 
out, and not blotted out, of the book of life is 
not only to he referred to the opinion of man, 
but to reality. For the book of life is the in- 
scription of those ordained to eternal life, to 
which one is ordered from two sources: name- 
ly, from predestination, which ordering never 
fails, and from grace; for whoever has grace, by 
this very fact becomes fitted for eternal life. 
This ordering fails sometimes, because some are 
ordered, by possessing grace, to obtain eternal 
life, yet they fail to obtain it through mortal 
sin. Therefore those who are ordained to pos- 
sess cternal life through divine predestination 
are written down in the book of life absolutely, 
because they are written therein to have eternal 
life in itself; such are never blotted out from 
the book of life. Those, however, who are or- 
dained to eternal life not through the divine 
predestination, but through grace, are said to be 
written in the book of life not absolutely, but 
relatively, for they are written therein not to 
have eternal life in itself, but in its cause only. 
These latter are blotted out of the book of life, 
though this blotting out must not be referred to 
God as if God foreknew a thing, and afterwards 
knew it not, but to the thing known, namely. 
because God knows one is first ordained to eter- 
nal life, and afterwards not ordained when he 
falls from grace. 

Reply Obj. 1. The act of blotting out, as we 
have said, does not refer to the book of life as 
regards God’s foreknowledge, as if in God there 
were any change, but as regards the things fore- 
known, which can change. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although things are immu- 
tably in God, yet in themselves they are sub- 

1 Glossa ordin., super Ps. 68. 29 (111, 182F); Glossa Lom- 
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ject to change. To this it is that the, blotting 
out of the book of life refers. 

Reply Obj. 3. The way in which one is said 
to be blotted out of the book of life is that in 
which one is said to be written therein anew; 
either in the opinion of men, or because he be- 
gins again to have relation towards eternal life 
through grace, which also is included in the 
knowledge of God, although not anew. 


QUESTION XXV 
THE POWER OF GOD 
(In Six Articles) 


AFTER considering the divine foreknowledge 
and will, and other things pertaining thereto, it 
remains for us to consider the power of God. 
About this are six points of inquiry: (1) Wheth- 
er there is power in God? (2) Whether His 
power is infinite? (3) Whether He is almighty? 
(4) Whether He could make the past not to 
have been? (5) Whether He could do what 
He does not, or not do what He does? (6) 
Whether what He makes He could make bet- 
ter? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Power in God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that power is not in God. 

Objection 1. For as prime matter is to power, 
so God, who is the first agent, is to act. But 
prime matter, considered in itself, is devoid of 
all act. Therefore, the first agent—namely,,God 
—is devoid of power. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philoso- 
pher,* better than every power is its act. For 
form is better than matter, and action than ace 
tive power, since it is its end. But nothing is 
better than what is in God, because whatsoever 
is in God, is God, as was shown above (a. 1, 
A. 3). Therefore, there is no power in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, Power is the principle of op- 
eration. But the divine power is God’s essence, 
since there is nothing accidental in God, and of 
the essence of God there is no principle. There- 
fore there is no power in God. 

Obj. 4. Further, it was shown above (Qo. x1v, 
A. 8; XIX, A. 4) that God's knowledge and will 
are the cause of things. But cause and principle 
are the same, We ought not, therefore, to as- 
sign power to God, but only knowledge and will. 

On the contrary, It is said: Thou art mighty, 
O Lord, and Thy truth is round about Thee 
(Ps. 68. 9). 

I answer that, Power is twofold—namely, 

4 Metaphysics, 1X, 9 (1051%4). 
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passive, which exists in no way in God; and ac- 
tive, which we must assign to Him in the high- 
est degree. For it is manifest that everything 
according as it is in act and is perfect is the ac- 
tive principle of something, while a thing is 
acted upon according as it is deficient and im- 
perfect. Now it was shown above (QQ. II, A. 
I; Iv, AA. 1, 2), that God is pure act, absolutely 
and in all ways perfect, nor in Him does any 
imperfection find place. Hence it most fittingly 
belongs to Him to be an active principle. and in 
no way to be acted upon. On the other hand, 
the notion of active principle is consistent with 
active power. For active power is the principle 
of acting upon something else, whereas passive 
power is the principle of being acted upon by 
something else, as the Philosopher says.! It re- 
mains, therefore, that in God there is active 
power in the highest degree. 

Reply Obj. 1. Active power is not divided 
against act, but is founded upon it, for every- 
thing acts according as it is actual; but passive 
power is divided against act, for a thing is ac- 
ted upon according as it is in potency. Hence 
this potency is not in God, but only active 
power. 

Reply Obj. 2. Whenever act is distinct from 
power, act must be nobler than power. But 
God’s action is not distinct from His power, for 
both are His divine essence, because neither is 
His being distinct from His essence. Hence it 
does not follow that there should be anything 
in God nobler than His power. 

Reply Obj 3. 1n creatures, power is the prin- 
ciple not only of action, but likewise of effect. 
Thus in God the idea of power is retained in so 
far as it is the principle of an effect; not, how- 
ever, as it is a principle of action, for this is the 
divine essence itself; unless perhaps, after our 
manner of understanding, in so far as the di- 
vine essence, which contains beforehand in it- 
self all perfection that exists in created things, 
can be understood either under the notion of 
action, or under that of power just as also it is 
understood under the notion of a suppositum 
possessing nature, and under that of nature. 
Accordingly the nution of power is retained in 
God in so far as it 1s the principle of vn effect. 

Reply Obj. 4. Power is predicated of God not 
as something really distinct from His knowledge 
and will, but as differing from them according 
to reason; in so far, that 1s, as power implies a 
notion of a principle putting into execution 
what the will commands, and what knowledge 
directs, which three things in God are identi- 
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fied. Or we may say that the knowledge or will 
of God, according as it is the effecting prin- 
ciple, has the notion of power contained in it. 
Hence the consideration of the knowledge and 
will of God precedes the consideration of His 
power as the cause precedes the operation and 
effect. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Power of God Is In- 
finite? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the power of God is not infinite. 

Objection 1. For everything that is infinite is 
imperfect according to the Philosopher.’ But 
the power of God is not imperfect. Therefore it 
is not infinite. 

Obj. 2. Further, every power is made known 
by its effect; otherwise it would be without ef- 
fect. If, then, the power of God were infinite, 
it could produce an infinite effect, but this is 
impossible. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher proves® that 
if the power of any corporeal thing were in- 
finite, it would cause instantaneous movement. 
God, however, does not cause instantancous 
movement, but moves the spiritual creature in 
time, and the corporeal creature in place and 
time, as Augustine says. Therefore, His power 
is not infinite. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. viii, 
24),° that “God’s power is immeasurable. He 
is the living mighty One.”’ Now everything that 
is immeasurable is infinite. Therefore the power 
of God is infinite. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), active 
power exists in God according to the measure 
in which He is actual. Now His being is in- 
finite, since it 1s not limited hy anything that 
receives it, as is clear from what has been said, 
when we discussed the infinity o: the divine es- 
sence (Q. vil, A. 1). Hence it is necessary that 
the active power in God should be infinite. For 
in every agent it is found that the more per- 
fectly an agent has the form by which it acts, 
the greater its power in acting. For instance, 
the hotter a thing is, the greater power it has to 
give heat; and it would have infinite power to 
give heat, were its own heat infinite. Hence, 
since the divine essence, through which God 
acts, is infinite, as was shown above (loc. cit.), 
it follows that His power likewise is infinite. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is here speak- 
ing of an infinity in regard to matter not lim- 
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ited by any form, which is the kind of infinity 
that belongs to quantity. But the divine essence 
is not infinite in this way, as was shown above 
(loc. cit.), and consequently neither is His 
power. It does not follow, therefore, that it is 
imperfect. 

Reply Obj. 2. The power of a univocal agent 
is wholly manifested in its effect. The genera- 
tive power of man, for example, is not able to 
do more than beget man. But the power of a 
non-univocal agent does not wholly manifest it- 
self in the production of its effect; as, for ex- 
ample, the power of the sun does not wholly 
manifest itself in the production of an animal 
generated from putrefaction. Now it is clear 
that God is not a univocal agent. For nothing 
agrees with Him either in species or in genus, 
as was shown above (q 11, A. 5). Hence it 
follows that His effect is always less than His 
power. It is not necessary, therefore, that the 
infinite power of God should be manifested so 
as to produce an infinite effect. Yet even if it 
were to produce no effect, the power of God 
would not be in vain, because a thing is in vain 
which is ordered towards an end to which it 
does not attain But the power of God is not 
ordered toward its effect as towards an end; 
rather, it is the end of the effect produced by it. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Philosopher proves' that 
‘Gf a body had infinite power, it would move 
without time.” And he shows’ that the power 
of the mover of heaven is infinite, because it 
can move in an infinite time. It remains, there- 
fore, according to his meaning, that the infinite 
power of a body, if such existed, would move 
without time; not, however, the power of an 
incorporeal mover. The reason of this is that 
one body moving another is a univocal agent; 
hence it follows that the whole power of the 
agent is made known in ifs motion. Since then 
the greater the power of a moving body, the 
more quickly does it move, it 1s necessary that 
if its power were infinite it would move beyond 
comparison faster, and this is to move without 
time. An incorporeal mover, however, is not a 
univocal agent; hence it is not necessary that 
the whole of its power should be manifested in 
motion, so as to move without time; and espe- 
cially since it moves in accordance with the 
disposition of its will. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Js Omnipotent? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that God is not omnipotent. 


1 Physics, Vil, 10 (266%29). 
2 Tbid., vil, 10 (267524). 
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Objection 1. For to be moved and to be acted 
upon belong to everything. But this is impos- 
sible with God, for He is immovable, as was 
said above (Q. II, A. 3; Q. IX, A. 1). Therefore 
He is not omnipotent. 

Obj. 2. Further, sin is an act of some kind. 
But God cannot sin, nor deny Himself, as it is 
said II Tim. 2. 13. Therefore He is not omnipo- 
tent. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is said of God that “He 
manifests His omnipotence especially by spar- 
ing and having mercy.”*® Therefore the greatest 
act possible to the divine power is to spare and 
have mercy. There are things much greater, 
however, than sparing and having mercy; for 
example, to create another world, and the like. 
Therefore God is not omnipotent. 

Obj. 4. Further, upon the text, God hath 
made foolish the wisdom of this world (1 Cor. 
I. 20), a gloss says:‘ ‘God hath made the wis- 
dom of this world foolish, (Vulg., Hath not 
God, etc.) by showing those things to be pos- 
sible which it judges to be impossible.” Hence 
it would seem that nothing is to be judged pos- 
sible or impossible in reference to inferior 
causes, as the wisdom of this world judges 
them; but in reference to the divine power. If 
God, then, were omnipotent, all things would 
be possible; nothing, therefore, impossible. But 
if we take away the impossible, then we destroy 
also the necessary; for what necessarily exists 
is impossible not to exist. Therefore there 
would be nothing at all that is necessary in 
things if God were omnipotent. But this is an 
impossibility. Therefore God is not omnipotent. 

On the contrary, It is said: No word shall be 
impossible with God (Luke 1. 37). 

I answer that, All confess that God is omnip- 
otent; but it seems difficult to explain in what 
His omnipotence consists; for there may be a 
doubt as to what is comprehended under the 
distribution of the word “all” when we say that 
God can do all things. If, however, we consider 
the matter rightly, since power is said in refer- 
ence to possible things, this phrase, ‘““God can 
do all things,” is rightly understood to mean 
that God can do all things that are possible and 
for this reason He is said to be omnipotent. 
Now according to the Philosopher,° a thing is 
said to be possible in two ways. First in relation 
to some power; thus whatever is subject to 
human power is said to be possible to man. 
Now God cannot be said to be omnipotent 
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through being able to do all things that are pos- 
sible to created nature, for the divine power ex- 
tends farther than that. If, however, we were 
to say that God is omnipotent because He can 
do all things that are possible to His power, 
there would be a vicious circle in the explana- 
tion of omnipotence. For this would be saying 
nothing else but that God is omnipotent, be- 
cause He can do all that He is able to do. 

It remains, therefore, that God is called om- 
nipotent because he can do all things that are 
possible absolutely; which is the second way 
‘of saying a thing is possible. For a thing is said 
to be possible or impossible absolutely accord- 
ing to the relation in which the very terms stand 
to one another: possible if the predicate is not 
incompatible with the subject, as that Socrates 
sits; and absolutely impossible when the pred- 
icate is altogether incompatible with the sub- 
ject, as, for instance, that a man is a donkey. 

It must, however, be remembered that since 
every agent produces an effect like itself, to 
each active power there corresponds a thing 
possible as its proper object according to the 
nature of that act on which its active power is 
founded; for instance, the power of giving 
warmth is related as to its proper object to the 
being capable of being warmed. The divine be- 
ing, however, upon which the nature of power 
in God is founded, is infinite, and is not limited 
to any genus of being, but possesses before- 
hand within itself the perfection of all being. 
Hence, whatever can have the nature of being 
is numbered among the absolutely possible 
things in respect of which God is called omnip- 
otent. 

Now nothing is opposed to the notion of be- 
ing except non-being. Therefore that which 1m- 
plies being and non-being at the same time is 
incompatible with the notion of an absolutely 
possible thing, within the scope of the divine 
omnipotence. For such cannot come under the 
divine omnipotence, not because of any defect 
in the power of God, but because it has not the 
nature of a feasible or possible thing. There- 
fore, everything that does not imply a contra- 
diction is numbered) amongst those possible 
things, in respect of which God is called omnip- 
otent; but whatever implies contradiction 
does not come within the scope of divine om- 
nipotence, because it cannot have the aspect of 
possibility. Hence it is better to say that such 
things cannot be done, than that God cannot 
do them. Nor is this contrary to the word of the 
angel, saying (Luke 1. 37): No word shall be 
impossible with God, For whatever implies a 
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contradiction cannot be a word, because no in- 
tellect can possibly conceive such a thing. 

Reply Obj. 1. God is said to be omnipotent 
in respect to His active power, not to passive 
power, as was shown above (A. 1). Hence the 
fact that He is immovable or cannot be acted 
upon is not contrary to His omnipotence. 

Reply Obj. 2. To sin is to fall short of a per- 
fect action; hence to be able to sin is to be able 
to fall short in action, which is contrary to om- 
nipotence. Therefore God cannot sin, because 
He is omnipotence. Nevertheless, the Philoso- 
pher says! that “God can deliberately do what 
is evil.” But this must be understood either on 
a condition, the antecedent of which is impos- 
sible—as, for instance, if we were to say that 
God can do evil things if He will. For there is 
no reason why a conditional proposition should 
not be true, though both the antecedent and 
consequent are impossible, as if one were to 
say: “If man is a donkey, he has four feet.” 
Or he may be understood to mean that God 
can do some things which now seem to he evil, 
which, however, if He did them, would then be 
good. Or he is, perhaps, speaking after the com- 
mon opinion of the gentiles, who thought that 
men became gods, like Jupiter or Mercury. 

Reply Obj. 3. God’s omnipotence is particu- 
larly shown in sparing and having mercy, be- 
cause in this is it made manifest that God has 
supreme power, that He frecly forgives sins. 
For it is not for one who is bound by laws of 
a superior to forgive sins of his own frec will. 
Or, because by sparing and having mercy upon 
men, He leads them on to the participation of 
an infinite good, which is the ultimate effect of 
the divine power. Or because, as was said above 
(Q. xx1, A. 4), the effect of the divine mercy is 
the foundation of all the divine works. For noth- 
ing is due to anyone except on account of some- 
thing already given him freely by God. In this 
way the divine omnipotence is particularly 
made manifest, because to it pertains the first 
foundation of all good things. 

Reply Obj. 4. The absolute possible is not 
called so in reference either to higher causes, 
or to inferior causes, but in reference to itself. 
But the possible in reference to some power is 
named possible in reference to its proximate 
cause, Hence those things which it belongs to 
God alone to do immediately—as, for example, 
to create, to justify, and the like—are said to 
be possible in reference to a higher cause. Those 
things, however, which are of such kind as to be 
done by inferior causes are said to be possible in 
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reference to those inferior causes. For according 
to the condition of the proximate cause the ef- 
fect has contingency or necessity, as was shown 
above (Q. XIV, A. 13, Ans. 1). Thus is it that the 
wisdom of the world is deemed foolish, because 
what is impossible to nature it judges to be im- 
possible to Gad. So it is clear that the omnipo- 
tence of God does not take away from things 
their impossibility and necessity. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether God Can Make the Past 
Not To Have Been? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that God can make the past not to have 
been. 

Objection 1. For what is impossible in itself 
is more impossible than that which is only im- 
possible accidentally. But God can do what is 
impossible in itself, as to give sight to the blind, 
or to raise the dead. Therefore, and much more 
can He do what is only impossible accidentally. 
Now for the past not to have been is impossible 
accidentally; thus for Socrates not to be run- 
ning is accidentally impossible, from the fact 
that his running is a thing of the past. There- 
fore God can make the past not to have been. 

Obj. 2. Further, what God could do, He can 
do now, since His power is not lessened. But 
God could have effected, before Socrates ran, 
that he should not run. Therefore, when he has 
run, God could effect that he did not run. 

Obj. 3. Further, charity is a more excellent 
virtue than virginity. But God can supply char- 
ity that is lost; therefore also lost virginity. 
Therefore He can so effect that what was cor- 
rupt should not have been corrupt. 

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep, 22 ad Eus- 
toch.) :' “Although God can do all things, He 
cannot make a thing that is corrupt not to have 
been corrupted.” Therefore, for the same rea- 
son, He cannot effect that anything else which 
is past should not have been. 

I answer that, As was said above (A. 3; Q. VII, 
A. 2, Ans. 1), there does not fall under the scope 
of God’s omnipotence anything that implies a 
contradiction. Now that the past should not 
have been implies a contradiction. For as it im- 
plies a contradiction to say that Socrates is sit- 
ting, and is not sitting, so does it to say that he 
sat, and did not sit. But to say that he did sit is 
to say that it happened in the past. To say that 
he did not sit, is to say that it did not happen. 
Hence, that the past should not have been does 
not come under the scope of divine power. This 
is what Augustine means when he says (Contra 


1 PL 72, 397. 


147 
Faust. xxv, 5):? “Whosoever says, If. God is al- 
mighty, let Him make what is done as if it 
were ndt done, does not see that this is to say: 
If God is almighty let Him effect that what is 
true, by the very fact that it is true, be false”; 
and the Philosopher says:* “Of this one thing 
alone is God deprived—namely, to make un- 
done the things that have been done.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Although it is impossible acci- 
dentally for the past not to have been, if one 
considers the past thing itself, as, for instance, 
the running of Socrates, nevertheless, if the past 
thing is considered as past, that it should not 
have been is impossible, not only in itself, but 
absolutely since it implies a contradiction. Thus, 
it is more impossible than the raising of the 
dead, which does not imply a contradiction, be- 
cause this is reckoned impossible in reference to 
some power, that is to say, some natural power; 
for such impossible things do come beneath the 
scope of divine power. | 

Reply Obj. 2. As God, in accordance with the 
perfection of the divine power, can do all things, 
and yet some things are not subject to His pow- 
er because they fall short of being possible, 
so, also, if we regard the immutability of the di- 
vine power, whatever God could do He can do 
now. Some things, however, at one time had the 
nature of possibility, whilst they were yet to be 
done, which now fall short of the nature of pos- 
sibility when they have been done. So is Ged 
said not to be able to do them because they 
themselves cannot be done. " 

Reply Obj. 3. God can remove all corruption 
of the mind and body from a woman who has 
fallen, but the.fact that she had been corrupt 
cannot be removed from her; as also is it im- 
possible that the fact of having sinned or of hav- 
ing lost charity thereby can be removed from 
the sinner. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether God Can Do What He 
Does Not? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that God cannot do other than what He 
does. 

Objection 1, For God cannot do what He has 
not foreknown and preordained that He would 
do. But He neither foreknew nor preordained 
that He would do anything except what He 
does. Therefore He cannot do except what He 
does. 

Obj. 2. Further, God can only do what ought 
to be done and what it is just to do. But God is 
not bound to do what He does not; nor is it just 
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that He should do what He does not. Therefore 
He cannot do except what he does. 

Obj. 3. Further, God cannot do anything that 
is not good and befitting things made. But it is 
not good for things made nor befitting them to 
be otherwise than as they are. Therefore God 
cannot do except what He does. 

On the contrary, It is said: Thinkest thou 
that I cannot ask My Father, and He will give 
Me presently more than twelve legions of an- 
gels? (Matt. 26. 53). But He neither asked for 
them, nor did His Father show them to refute 
the Jews. Therefore God can do what He does 
not. 

I answer that, In this matter certain persons 
erred in two ways. Some’ laid it down that God 
acts from a necessity of nature in such way that 
as from the action of natural things nothing else 
can happen beyond what actually takes place— 
as, for instance, from the seed of man, a man 
must come, and from that of an olive, an olive, 
so from the divine operation there could not re- 
cult other things, nor another order of things, 
than that which now is. But we showed above 
(q. XIX, A. 3) that God does not act as though 
from a necessity of nature, but that His will is 
the cause of all things; nor is that will naturally 
and from necessity determined to those things. 
Hence in no way at all is the present course of 
events produced by God from any necessity, so 
that other things could not happen. 

Others, however, said? that the divine power 
is restricted to this present course of events 
through the order of the divine wisdom and jus- 
tice, without which God does nothing. But since 
the power of God, which is His essence, is noth- 
ing else but His wisdom, it can indeed be fit- 
tingly said that there is nothing in the divine 
power which is not in the order of the divine 
wisdom; for the divine wisdom includes the 
whole potency of the divine power. Yet the 
order placed in creation by divine wisdom, in 
which order the notion of His justice consists, 
as said above (q. xx1, A. 4), does not so square 
so strictly with the divine wisdom that the di- 
vine wisdom should be restricted to this present 
order of things. New it is clear that the whole 
idea of order which a wise man puts into things 
made by him is taken from their end. So, when 
the end is proportionate to the things made for 

1 Referred to in Averroes, Destruct. Desiruct., disp. 3 
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that end, the wisdom of the maker is restricted 
to some definite order. But the divine goodness 
is an end exceeding beyond all proportion things 
created. And so the divine wisdom is not so re- 
stricted to any particular order that no other 
course of events could happen. Therefore we 
must simply say that God can do other things 
than those He has done. 

Reply Obj. 1. In ourselves, in whom power 
and essence are distinct from will and intellect, 
and again intellect from wisdom, and will from 
justice, there can be something in the power 
which is not in the just will nor in the wise in- 
tellect. But in God, power, essence, will, intel- 
lect, wisdom and justice, are one and the same. 
Hence, there can be nothing in the divine pow- 
er which cannot also be in His just will or in 
His wise intellect. Then, because His will can- 
not be determined from necessity to this or that 
order of things, except upon supposition, as was 
said above (q. XIX, A. 3), neither are the wis- 
dom and justice of God restricted to this pres- 
ent order. as was shown above; and so nothing 
prevents there being something in the divine 
power which He does not will, and which is not 
included in the order which He has placed in 
things. Again, because power is considered as 
executing, the will as commanding, and the in- 
tellect and wisdom as directing, what is attri- 
buted to His power considered in itself, God is 
said to be able to do jn accordance with His 
absolute power. Of such a kind is everything 
which has the nature of being, as was said above 
(A. 3). What is, however, attributed to the di- 
vine power according as it carries into execu- 
tion the’command of a just will, God is said to 
be able to do by His power as ordained. In this 
manner, we must say that God can do other 
things by His absolute power than those He has 
foreknown and preordained Himself to du. But 
it could not happen that He should do anything 
which He had not foreknown, and had not pre- 
ordained that He would do, because His actual 
doing is subject to His foreknowledge and pre- 
ordination, though His being able, which is from 
His nature, is not so. For God does things be- 
cause He wills so to do; yet the power to do 
them does not come from His will, but from 
His nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. God does not owe anything to 
anybody, unless to Himself. Hence, when it is 
said that God can only do what He ought, 
nothing else is meant by this than that God can 
do nothing but what is befitting to Himself, 
and just. But these words “befitting” and ‘“‘just”’ 
may be understood in two ways: one, in direct 
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connection with the verb “is,” and thus they 
would be restricted to the present order of 
things, and would concern His power. Then 
what is said in the objection is false, for the 
sense is that God can do nothing except what is 
now fitting and just. If, however, they be joined 
directly with the verb “can” (which has the ef- 
fect of extending the meaning), and then sec- 
ondly with “is,” the present will be signified, 
but in a confused way. The sentence would then 
be true in this sense: “God cannot do anything 
except that which, if He did it, would be suit- 
able and just.” 

Reply Obj. 3. Although this order of things 
be restricted to what now exists, the divine pow- 
er and wisdom are not thus restricted. Hence, 
although no other order would be suitable and 
good to the things which now are, yet God can 
do other things and impose upon them another 
order, 


ARTICLE 6. Whether God Can Do Better Than 
What He Does? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that God cannot do better than He does. 

Objection 1. For whatever God does, He does 
in a most powerful and wise way. But a thing 
is so much the better done as it is more power- 
fully and wisely done. Therefore God cannot do 
anything better than He does. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine thus argues (Con- 
tra Maximin. ii, 7).' “If God could, but would 
not, beget a Son His equal, He would have been 
envious.’ For the same reason, if God could 
have made better things than He has done, but 
was not willing so to do, He would have heen 
envious. But envy is far removed from God. 
Therefore God makes everything best. He can- 
not therefore make anything better than He 
does. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is most good and the 
best of all cannot be bettered, because nothing 
is better than the best. But as Augustine says 
(Enchir. 10), “each thing that God has made 1s 
cood, and, taken all together they are very good, 
because in them all consists the wondrous beau- 
ty of the universe.” Therefore the good in the 
universe could not be made better by God. 

Obj. 4. Further, Christ as man is full of grace 
and truth, and has the Spirit without measure; 
and so He cannot be better. Again created Hap- 
piness is described as the highest good, and thus 
could not be better. And the Blessed Virgin 
Mary is raised above all the choirs of angels, 
and so cannot be better than she Is. God cannot 
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therefore make all things better than He has 
made them. 

On the contrary, It is said (Eph. 3. 20): God 
is able to do all things more abundantly than we 
desire or understand. 

I answer that, The goodness of anything is 
twofold. One is of its essence; thus, for in- 
stance, to be rational pertains to the essence of 
man. As regards this good, God cannot make a 
thing better than it is itself, although He can 
make another thing better than it, even as He 
cannot make the number four greater than it is 
because if it were greater it would no longer be 
four, but another number. For the addition of a 
substantial difference in definitions is after the 
manner of the addition of unity in numbers.’ 
Another kind of goodness is that which is over 
and above the essence; thus, the good of a man 
is to be virtuous or wise. As regards this kind of 
goodness, God can make better the things He 
has made. Absolutely speaking, however, God 
can make something else better than each thing 
made by Him. 

Reply Obj. 1. When it is said that God can 
make a thing better than He makes it, if “‘bet- 
ter” is taken as a noun, this proposition is true. 
For He can always make something else better 
than each individual thing, and He can make 
the same thing in one way better than it is, and 
in another way not, as was explained above. If, 
however, “better” is taken as an adverb, imply- 
ing the manner of the making. in this way God 
cannot make anything better than He makes it, 
because He cannot make it from greater wis- 
dom and goodness. But if it implies the man- 
ner of the thing made, He can make something 
better, because He can give to things made by 
Him a better manner of being as regards the 
accidents, although not as regards essential 
things. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is of the nature of a son that 
he should be equal to his father, when he comes 
to maturity. But it is not of the nature of any- 
thing created that it should be better than it 
was made by God. Hence the comparison fails. 

Reply Obj. 3. The universe, the things that 
exist now being supposed, cannot be better, on 
account of the most noble order given to these 
things by God, in which the good of the uni- 
verse consists. For if any one thing were bet- 
tered, the proportion of order would be de- 
stroyed, just as if one string were stretched 
more than it ought to be, the melody of the 
harp would be destroyed. Yet God could make 
other things, or add something to those things 
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that are made, and then that universe would be 
better. 

Reply Obj. 4. The humanity of Christ, from 
the fact that it is united to God, and created 
Happiness from the fact that it is the enjoy- 
ment of God, and the Blessed Virgin from the 
fact that she is the mother of God, have all a 
certain infinite dignity from the infinite good, 
which is God. And on this account there cannot 
be anything better than these, just as there 
cannot be anything better than God. 


QUESTION XXVI 
OF THE DIVINE HAPPINESS 
(In Four Articles) 


AFTER considering all that pertains to the unity 
of the divine essence, we come to treat of the 
divine happiness. Concerning this, there are 
four points of inquiry: (1) Whether happiness 
belongs to God? (2) In regard to what is God 
called happy? Does this regard His act of intel- 
lect? (3) Whether He is essentially the Happi- 
ness of each of the blessed? (4) Whether all 
other happiness is included in the divine hap- 
piness? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Happiness Belongs to 
God? We proceed thus to the First Article: 
It seems that happiness does not belong to 
God. 

Objection 1. For happiness according to Boe- 
thius (De consol. iv, 2)! “is a state made per- 
fect by the aggregation of all good things.” But 
aggregation of goods has no place in God, nor 
has composition. Therefore happiness does not 
belong to God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness or felicity, is “the 
reward of virtue,” according to the Philosopher.’ 
But reward does not apply to God, as neither 
does merit. Therefore neither does happiness. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says: Which in 
His times He shall show, who is the Blessed and 
only Mighty, the King of Kings and Lord of 
Lords (I Tim. 6. 15). 

Z answer that, Happiness belongs to God in a 
very special manner. For nothing else is under- 
stood to be meant by the term happiness than 
the perfect good of an intellectual nature, which 
is capable of knowing that it has a sufficiency of 
the good which it possesses, and to which it be- 
longs that good or ill may befall, and which 
can control its own actions. All of these things 
belong in a most excellent manner to God— 
namely, to be perfect, and to possess intelli- 
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gence, Hence happiness belongs to God in the 
highest degree. : 

Reply Obj. 1. Aggregation of good is in God 
after the manner not of composition, but of 
simplicity; for those things which in creatures 
are manifold, pre-exist in God, as was said 
above (QQ. IV, A. 2, ANS. 1; XIII, A. 4), in sim- 
plicity and unity. 

Reply Obj. 2. It belongs as an accident to 
happiness or felicity to be the reward of virtue, 
in so far as anyone attains to happiness; even 
as to be the term of generation belongs acci- 
dentally to a being, so far as it passes from po- 
tency to act. As, then, God has being, though 
not begotten, so He has happiness, although not 
acquired by merit. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Is Called Happy in 
Respect of His Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that God is not called happy in respect of 
His intellect. 

Objection 1. For happiness is the highest 
good. But good is said to be in God in regard to 
His essence, because good has reference to be- 
ing which is according to essence, according to 
Boéthius (De Hebdom.).3 Therefore happiness 
also is said to be in God in regard to His es- 
sence, and not to His intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness has the notion of 
end. Now the end is the object of the will, as 
also is the good. Therefore happiness is said to 
be in God with reference to His will, and not 
with reference to His intellect. 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxii, 
6):4 “He is full of glory, Who whilst He re- 
joices in Himself, needs not further praise.” To 
be full of glory, however, is the same as to be 
happy. Therefore, since we enjoy God in respect 
of our intellect, because ‘vision 1s the whole of 
the reward,” as Augustine says,® it would seem 
that happiness is said to be in God in respect of 
His intellect. 

I answer that, Happiness, as stated above 
(a. 1), is the perfect good of an intellectual na- 
ture. Thus it is that, as everything desires its 
perfection, intellectual nature desires naturally 
to be happy. Now that which is most perfect in 
any intellectual nature is the intellectual opera- 
tion, by which in some sense it grasps every- 
thing. Hence the happiness of every intellectual 
nature consists in understanding. Now in God, 
to be and to understand are really one and the 
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same’ thing, differing only in the manner of our 
understanding them. Happiness must: therefore 
be assigned to God in respect of His intellect, as 
also to the blessed, who are called happy (deat?) 
by reason of the assimilation to His happiness 
(beatitudo). 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument proves that God 
is happy according to His essence, not that hap- 
piness pertains to Him under the aspect of His 
essence, but rather under the aspect of His in- 
tellect. 

Reply 06}. 2. Since happiness is a good, it is 
the object of the will; now the object is under- 
stood as prior to the act of a power. Hence ac- 
cording to our mode of understanding, divine 
happiness precedes the act of the will at rest in 
it. This cannot be other than the act of the in- 
tellect, and thus happiness is to be found in an 
act of the intellect. 


ARTICLE, 3. Whether God Is the Happiness of 
Each of the Blessed? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—It 
seems that God is the Happiness of each of the 
blessed. 

Objection 1. For God is the supreme good, as 
was Said above (q. VI, A. 2). But it is impossible 
that there should be many supreme goods, as 
also is clear from what has been said above 
(Q. XI, A. 3). Therefore, since it is of the notion 
of Happiness that it should be the supreme 
good, it seems that Happiness is nothing else 
but God Himself. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness is the last end of 
the rational nature. But to be the last end of 
the rational nature belongs only to God. There- 
fore the Happiness of each of the blessed is God 
alone. 

On the contrary, The Happiness of one is 
greater than that of another, according to I Cor. 
15. 41: Star difereth from star in glory. But 
nothing is greater than God. Therefore Happi- 
ness is something different from God. 

I answer that, The Happiness of an intellectu- 
al nature consists in an act of the intellect. In 
this we may consider two things—namely, the 
object of the act, which is the thing understood; 
and the act itself, which is to understand. Hf, 
then, Happiness be considered on the side of the 
object, God is the only Happiness; for everyone 
is happy from this sole fact, that he under- 
stands God, in accordance with the saying of 
Augustine:! “Happy is he who knoweth Thee, 
though he know nought else.” But as regards 
the act of understanding, Happiness is a cre- 


1 Confesstons, Vv, 7 (PL 32, 708). 
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ated thing in beatified creatures; but in God, 
even in this way, it is an uncreated thing. 

Repiy Obj. 1. Happiness, as regards its object, 
is the supreme good absolutely, but as regards 
its act, in beatified creatures it is their supreme 
good not absolutely, but in that kind of goods 
which a creature can participate. 

Reply Obj. 2. “End is twofold namely, ob- 
jective and subjective,” as the Philosopher 
says, namely, the thing itself and its use. Thus 
to a miser the end is money, and its acquisition. 
Accordingly God is indeed the last end of a ra- 
tional creature, as the thing itself, but created 
Happiness is the end, as the use, or rather en- 
joyment, of the thing. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether All Happiness Is Included 
in the Happiness of God? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the divine happiness does not em- 
brace all happinesses. 

Objection 1. For there are some false happi- 
nesses. But. nothing false can be in God. There- 
fore the divine happiness does not embrace all 
happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, a certain happiness, accord- 
ing to some, consists in things corporeal, as in 
pleasure, riches, and such like. Now none of 
these have to do with God, since He is incor- 
poreal. Therefore His happiness does not em- 
brace all happiness. 

On the contrary, Happiness is a certain per- 
fection. But the divine perfection embraces all 
other perfection, as was shown above (a. Iv, 
A. 2.). Therefore the divine happiness embraces 
all happiness, _ 

I answer that, Whatever is desirable in what- 
soever happiness, whether true or false, pre- 
exists wholly and in a more eminent degree in 
the divine happiness. As to contemplative hap- 
piness, God possesses a continual and most cer- 
tain contemplation of Himself and of all things 
else; and as to that which is active, he has the 
governance of the whole universe. As to earthly 
happiness, which consists in pleasure, riches, 
power, dignity, and fame, according to Boethius 
(De Consol. iii, 2),3 He possesses joy in Himself 
and all things else for His delight; instead of 
riches He has that complete self-sufficiency 
which is promised by riches; in place of power, 
He has omnipotence; for dignities, the govern- 
ment of all things; and in place of fame, He 
possesses the admiration of all creatures. 

Reply Obj. 1. A certain kind of happiness is 

2 Soul, 11, 4 (415°20). 

3 PL 63, 724. 
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false according as it falls short of the notion of Reply Obj. 2. The good that exists in things 
true happiness; and thus it is not in God. But corporeal in a corporeal manner is also in God. 
whatever semblance it has, howsoever slight, of Spiritually according to the mode of His being. 
happiness, the whole of it pre-exists in the di- We have now spoken enough concerning what 
vine happiness. pertains to the unity of the divine essence. 


TREATISE ON 


QUESTION XXVII 


THE PROCESSION OF THE DIVINE 
PERSONS 
(In Five Articles) 


HAVING considered what pertains to the unity 
of the divine essence, it remains to treat of 
what pertains to the Trinity of the persons in 
God. And because the divine Persons are 
distinguished from each other according to 
the relations of origin, the order of doctrine 
leads us to consider firstly the question of 
origin or procession; secondly, the relations 
of origin (0. xxviir); thirdly, the persons 
(Q XXIX). 

Concerning procession there are five points 
of inquiry: 

(1) Whether there is procession in God? (2) 
Whether any procession in God can be called 
generation? (3) Whether there can be any other 
procession in God besides generation? (4) 
Whether that other procession can be called 
generation? (5) Whether there are more than 
two processions in God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There ts Procession in 
God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that there cannot be any procession in 
God, 

Objection 1. For procession signifies out- 
ward movement. But in God there is nothing 
subject to motion, nor anything extrancous. 
Therefore neither is there procession in God. 

Obj, 2. Further, everything which proceeds 
differs from that from which it proceeds. But in 
God there is no diversity, but supreme simplici- 
ty. Therefore in God there is no procession. 

Obj. 3. Further, to proceed from another 
seems to be against the nature of the first princi- 
ple. But God is the first principle, as shown 
above (Q. 11, A. 3). Therefore in God there is no 
procession. 

On the contrary, Our Lord says, From God I 
proceeded (John 8. 42). 

I answer that, Divine Scripture uses, in rela- 
tion to God, names which pertain to procession. 


THE TRINITY 


This procession has been differently understood. 
Some have understood it in the sense of an ef- 
fect proceeding from its cause. And this is the 
way in which Arius took it.) saying that the Son 
proceeds from the Father as His primary crea- 
ture, and that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the 
Father and the Son as the creature of both. In 
this sense neither the Son nor the Holy Ghost 
would be true God, and this is contrary to what 
is said of the Son, That... we may be in His 
frue Son. This is the true God (I John 5. 20). 
Of the Holy Ghost it is also said, Know you not 
that your members are the temple of the Holy 
Ghost? (1 Cor. 6. 19.) Now, to have a temple is 
God's prerogative. 

Others take this procession to mean the cause 
proceeding to the effect, as moving it, or im- 
pressing its own likeness on it, in which sense it 
was understood by Sabellius.? who said that God 
the Father is called Son in assuming flesh from 
the Virgin, and that the Father also is called 
Holy Ghost in sanctifying the rational creature, 
and moving it to life. The words of the Lord 
contradict such a meaning, when He speaks of 
Himself, The Son cannot of Himself de any- 
thing (John 5. 19); and many other passages 
show the same, whereby we know that the 
Father is not the Son. 

Carcful examination shows that both of these 
opinions take procession as meaning an outward 
act; hence neither of them affirms procession as 
existing in God Himself. But since procession 
always supposes action, and as there is an out- 
ward procession corresponding to the act tend- 
ing to external matter, so there must be an in- 
ward procession corresponding to the act re- 
maining within the agent. This appears most 
conspicuously in the intellect, the action of 
which namely, to understand, remains in the in- 
telligent agent. For whenever we understand, 
by the very fact of understanding there pro- 
ceeds something within us, which is a concep- 
tion of the thing understood, a conception issu- 
ing from our intellectual power and proceeding 
from our knowledge of that thing. This concep- 
tion is signified by the spoken word, and it is 

1 See Augustine, De Haeres, 49 (PL 42, 39). 

2 Tbid., sect. 41 (42, 32). 
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called the word of the heart signified by the 
word of the voice. 

As God is above all things, we should under- 
stand what is said of God not according to the 
mode of the lowest creatures, namely bodies, 
but from the likeness of the highest creatures, 
the intellectual substances; although even the 
likenesses derived from these fall short in the 
representation of divine objects. Procession, 
therefore, is not to be understood from what it 
is in bodies, either according to local movement, 
or by way of a cause proceeding forth to its ex- 
terior effect, as, for instance, like heat from the 
agent to the thing made hot. Rather it is to be 
understood by way of an intelligible emanation, 
for example, of the intelligible word which pro- 
ceeds from the speaker, yet remains in him. In 
that sense the Catholic Faith understands pro- 
cession as existing in God, 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection comes from 
the idea of procession in the sense of local 
motion, or of an action tending to external mat- 
ter, or to an exterior effect; which kind of pro- 
cession does not exist in God, as we have ex- 
plained. 

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever proceeds by way of 
outward procession is necessarily distinct from 
the source from which it proceeds, whereas 
whatever proceeds within by an intelligible pro- 
cession is not necessarily distinct; indeed, the 
more perfectly it proceeds, the more closely it is 
one with the source from which it proceeds. For 
it is clear that the more a thing is understood, 
the more closely is the intellectual conception 
joined and united to the intelligent agent, since 
the intellect by the very act of understanding 
is made one with the object understood. Thus, 
as the divine act of understanding is the very 
supreme perfection of God (Qq. xIv, A. 1), the 
divine Word is of necessity perfectly one with 
the source whence He proceeds, without any 
kind of diversity. 

Reply Obj. 3. To proceed from a principle so 
as to be something outside and distinct from 
that principle is irreconcilable with the notion 
of a first principle; but an intimate and uniform 
procession by way of an intelligible act is in- 
cluded in the notion of a first principle. For 
when we call the builder the principle of the 
house, in the notion of such a principle is in- 
cluded the conception of his art; and it would 
be included in the notion of the first principle 
were the builder the first principle. God, Who is 
the first principle of all things, may be compared 
to things created as the artificer to artificial 
things. 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether Any Procession in God 
Can Be Called Generation? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the procession which is in God 
cannot be called generation. 

Objection 1. For generation is change from 
non-being to being, and is opposed to corrup- 
tion, while matter is the subject of both. Noth- 
ing of all this belongs to God. Therefore gen- 
eration cannot exist in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, procession exists in God ac- 
cording to an intelligible mode, as above ex- 
plained (A. 1). But such a procession is not 
called generation in us. Therefore neither is it 
to be called so in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, anything that is generated 
derives being from its generator. Therefore such 
being is a received being. But no received being 
can be a self-subsistence. Therefore, since the di- 
vine being is self-subsisting (Q. mm, A. 4), it fol- 
lows that no generated being can be the divine 
being. Therefore there is no generation in God. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 2. 7): This 
day have I begotten Thee. 

f answer that, The procession of the Word in 
God is called generation. In proof of this we 
must observe that generation has a twofold 
meaning: one common to everything subject to 
gencration and corruption, in which sense gen- 
era{ion is nothing but change from non-being to 
being. In another sense it is proper and belongs 
to living things, in which sense it signifies the 
origin of a living being from a conjoined living 
principle; and this is properly called birth. Not 
everything of that kind, however, is called be- 
gotten, but, strictly speaking, only what pro- 
ceeds by way of likeness. Hence the hair or a 
hair has not the aspect of generation and of son- 
ship, but only that has which preeeeds by way 
of likeness. Nor will any likeness suffice; for a 
worm which is generated from animals has not 
the aspect of generation and sonship, although 
it has a gei-eric likeness; for the notion of this 
kind of generation requires that there should be 
a procession by way of likeness in the same spe- 
cific nature, as a man proceeds from a man, and 
a horse from a horse. So in living things, which 
proceed from potential to actual life, such as 
men and animals, generation includes both these 
kinds of generation. But if there is a being 
whose life does not proceed from potency to 
act, procession (if found in such a being) ex- 
cludes entirely the first kind of generation; but 
it may have that kind of generation which be- 
longs to living things. 


FIRST ‘PART. Q. 27; ART. 3 


: So.in this manner the procession of the Word 
in Godis generation. For He proceeds by way of 
intelligible action, which is a vital operation: 
from a conjoined principle (as above de- 
scribed); by way of likeness because the con- 
ception of the intellect is a likeness of the thing 
understood; and exists in the same nature, be- 
cause in God the act of understanding and His 
being are the same, as shown above (Q. XIV, A. 
4). Hence the procession of the Word in God is 
called generation, and the Word Himself pro- 
ceeding is called the Son. 

Reply Obj 1. This objection is based on the 
idea of generation in the first sense, importing 
the issuing forth from potency to act, in which 
sense it is not found in God. 

Reply Obj. 2, The act of human understand- 
ing in ourselves is not the substance itself of the 
intellect; hence the word which proceeds within 
us by intelligible operation is not of the same 
nature as the source from which it proceeds; so 
the notion of generation cannot be properly and 
fully applied to it. But the divine act of intelli- 
gence is the very substance itself of the one who 
understands (Q. xiv, A. 4). The World proceed- 
ing therefore proceeds as subsisting in the same 
nature, and so is properly called begotten, and 
Son. Hence Scripture employs terms which de- 
note generation of living things in order to signi- 
fy the procession of the divine Wisdom, namely, 
conception and birth, as is declared in the per- 
son of the divine Wisdom, The depths were not 
as yet, and I was already conceived; before the 
hills, I was brought forth (Prov. 8. 24). In our 
way of understanding we use the word “‘concep- 
tion” in order to signify that in the word of our 
intellect is found the likeness of the thing 
understood, although there be no identity of 
nature. °% 

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything received from 
another has existence in another subject; other- 
wise we could not say that the whole substance 
of created being comes from God, since there is 
no subject that could receive the whole sub- 
stance. So, then, what is generated in God re- 
ceives its being from the generator, not as 
though that being were received into matter or 
into a subject (which would conflict with the 
divine subsistence); but when we speak of His 
being as received, we mean that He Who pro- 
ceeds receives divine being from another; not, 
however, as if He were other from the divine na- 
ture. For in the perfection itself of the divine 
being are contained both the Word intelligibly 
proceeding and the principle of the Word, with 
whatever belongs to His perfection (Q. rv, A. 2). 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether Any Other Procession 
Exists in God Besides That of the Word? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that ne other procession exists in 
God besides the generation of the Word. 

Objection 1. Because. for whatever reason we 
admit another procession, we should be led to 
admit yet another, and so on to infinity, which 
cannot be. Therefore we must stop at the first, 
and hold that there exists only one procession in 
God. 

Obj. 2. Further, every nature possesses but 
one mode of communication of that nature, be- 
cause operations derive unity and diversity from 
their terms. But procession in God is only by 
way of communication of the divine nature. 
Therefore, as there is only one divine nature 
(Q. XI, A. 3), it follows that only one procession 
exists in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, if any other procession but 
the intelligible procession of the Word existed 
in God, it could only be the procession of love, 
which is by the operation of the will. But such a 
procession could not be other than the intelli- 
gible procession of the intellect, since the will in 
God is the same as His intellect (Q. xtx, A. 1). 
Therefore in God there is no other procession 
but the procession of the Word. 

On the contrury, The Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Father (John 15. 26), and He is distinct 
from the Son, according to the words, J will ask 
My Father, and He will give you another Para- 
clete (John 14. 16). Therefore in God another 
procession exists besides the procession of the 
Word. 

I answer that, There are two processions in 
God: the procession of the Word, and another. 

In evidence of this we must observe that 
procession exists in God only according to an ac- 
tion which does not tend to anything external, 
but remains in the agent itself. Such action in an 
intellectual nature is that of the intellect, and of 
the will. The procession of the Word is by way 
of an intelligible action. The operation of the 
will within ourselves involves also another pro- 
cession, that of love, whereby the thing loved 
is in the lover; just as, by the conception of 
the word, the thing spoken of or understood 
is in the intelligent agent. Hence, besides the 
procession of the Word in God, there exists in 
Him another procession called the procession 
of love. 

Reply Obj. 1. There is no need to go on to in- 
finity in the divine processions, for the proces- 
sion which is accomplished within the agent. in 
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an intellectual nature terminates in the proces- 
sion of the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. All that exists in God, is God 
(Q. M11, AA. 3, 4), but the same does not apply 
to others. Therefore the divine nature is com- 
municated by every procession which is not 
outward, and this does not apply to other na- 
tures. 

Reply Obj. 3. Though will and intellect are 
not diverse in God, nevertheless the nature of 
will and intellect requires the processions which 
are according to the action of each of them to 
exist in a certain order. For the procession of 
love occurs in order as regards the procession of 
the Word, since nothing can be loved by the will 
unless it is conceived in the intellect. So as there 
exists a certain order of the Word to the princi- 
ple from which He proceeds, although in God 
the substance of the intellect and its concep- 
tion are the same; so, although in God the will 
and the intellect are the same, still since love 
requires by its verv nature that it proceed 
only from the conception of the intellect, there 
is a distinction of order between the proces- 
sion of love and the procession of the Word in 
God. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Procession of Love in 
God Is Generation? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the procession of love in God is 
generation, 

Objection 1. For what proceeds by way of 
likeness of nature among living things is said to 
be generated and born. But what proceeds in 
God by way of love proceeds in the likeness of 
nature; otherwise it would be extraneous to the 
divine nature, and would be an external proces- 
sion. Therefore what proceeds in God by way of 
love proceeds as generated and born. 

Obj. 2 Further, as likeness is of the nature of 
the word, so does it belong to love. Hence it is 
said, that every beast loves its like (Ecclus. 13 
19). Therefore if the Word is begotten and born 
by way of likeness, it seems becoming that love 
should proceed by way of generation. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is not in any of its spe- 
cies is not in the genus. So if there is 2 proces- 
sion of love in God. there ought to be some 
special name besides this common name of pro- 
cession. But no other name is applicable but gen- 
eration. Therefore the procession of love in God 
is generation. 

On the contrary, Were this true, it would fol- 
low that the Holy Ghost Who proceeds as love 
would proceed as begotten, which is against the 
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statement of Athanasius:! “The Holy Ghost is 
from the Father and the Son, not made, nor be- 
gotten, but proceeding.” 

I answer that, The procession of love in God 
ought not to be called generation. In evidence of 
this we must consider that the intellect and the 
will differ in this respect, that the intellect is 
put in act by the thing understood being accord- 
ing to its own likeness in the intellect. whereas 
the will is put in act not by any likeness of the 
thing willed within it, but by its having a certain 
inclination to the thing willed. Thus the proces- 
sion of the intellect is by way of likeness, and 
is called generation, because every generator 
begets its own like; but the procession of the 
will is not by way of likeness, but is rather 
by way of impulse and movement towards an 
object. 

So what proceeds in God by way of love, does 
not proceed as begotten, or as son, but proceeds 
rather as spirit; which name expresses a certain 
vital movement and impulse, according as any- 
one is described as moved or impelled by love to 
perform an action. 

Reply Obj. 1. All that exists in God is one 
with the divine nature. Hence the proper notion 
of this or that procession, by which one proces- 
sion is distinguished from another, cannot be on 
the part of this unity, but the proper notion of 
this or that procession must be taken from the 
order of one procession to another, which order 
is derived from the notion of will and intellect. 
Hence, each procession in God takes its name 
from the proper notion of will and intellect, the 
name being imposed to signify what its nature 
really is; and so it is that the Person proceed- 
ing as love receives the divine nature, but is 
not said to be born 

Reply Obj. 2. Likeness belongs in a different 
way to the word and to love. It -elongs to the 
word as being the likeness of the thing under- 
stood, as the thing generated is the likeness of 
the generator; but it belongs to love, not as 
though love itself were a likeness, but because 
likeness is the principle of loving. Thus it does 
not {follow that love is begotten, but that the 
one begotten is the principle of love. 

Reply Obj. 3. We can name God only from 
creatures (Q. XIII, A. 1). As in creatures genera- 
tion is the only principle of communication of 
nature, procession in God has no proper or spe- 
cial name except that of generation. Hence the 
procession which is not generation has remained 
without a special name; but it can be called 
spiration, as it is the procession of the Spirit. 

1 Cf. The Creed “Quicumgue” (MA 11, 1354; DZ 39). 
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ARTICLE 5. Whether There Are More Than 
Two Processions in God? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It would 
seem that there are more than two processions 
in God. 

Objection 1. As knowledge and will are at- 
tributed to God, so is power. Therefore, if two 
processions exist In God, according to intellect 
and will, it seems that there must also be a third 
procession according to power. 

Obj. 2. Further, goodness seems to be the 
greatest principle of procession, since goodness 
is said to be self-giving.! Therefore there must 
be a procession of goodness in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, in God there is greater power 
of fecundity than in us. But in us there is not 
only one procession of the word, but there are 
many: for in us from one word proceeds an- 
other, and also from one love proceeds another. 
Therefore in God there are more than two pro- 
cessions. 

On the contrary, In God there are not more 
than two who proceed—the Son and the Holy 
Ghost. Therefore there are in Him but two pro- 
cessions. 

I answer that, The divine processions can be 
derived only from the actions which remain 
within the agent. In a nature which is intellec- 
tual, and in the divine nature these actions are 
two, to understand and to will. For to sense, 
which also appears to be an operation within the 
one sensing, is outside the intellectual nature, 
nor is it wholly removed from the genus of exter- 
nal actions; for the act of sensation is perfected 
by the action of the sensible upon sense. It fol- 
lows that no other procession is possible in God 
but the procession of the Word, and of Love. 

Reply Obj. 1. Power is the principle whereby 
one thing acts on anothcr. Hence it is that ex- 
ternal action points to power. Thus the divine 
power does not imply the procession of a divine 
person, but is indicated by the procession of 
creatures. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Boéthius says (De Heb- 
dom.) ,? goodness belongs to the essence and not 
to the operation, unless perhaps considered as 
the object of the will. Thus, as the divine pro- 
cessions must be denominated from certain ac- 
tions, no other processions can be understood in 
God according to goodness and the like attrib- 
utes except those of the Word and of love, ac- 
cording as God understands and loves His own 
essence, truth, and goodness. 


1Cf. Dionysius, De Div. Nom., v, 20 (PG 3, 720). 
2 PL 64, 1314. 
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Reply Obj. 3. As above explained (00. xIv, 
A. 7, and xIx, A. 5), God understands all things 
by one simple act; and by one act also He wills 
all things. Hence there cannot exist in Him a 
procession of Word from Word, nor of Love 
from Love, for there is in Him only one perfect 
Word, and one perfect Love. And in this is mani- 
fested His perfect fecundity. 


QUESTION XXVIII 
THE DIVINE RELATIONS 
(In Four Articles) 


Tue divine relations are next to be considered, 
in four points of inquiry: (1) Whether there are 
real relations in God? (2) Whether those rela- 
tions are the divine essence itself, or are joined 
to it extrinsically? (3) Whether in God there 
can be several relations really distinct from each 
other? (4) The number of these relations. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Are Real Rela- 
tions in God? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that there are no real relations in God. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Trin. 1v),? 
“All possible predicaments used as regards the 
Godhead refer to the substance; for nothing 
can be predicated relatively.” But whatever 
really exists in God can be predicated of Him. 
Therefore no real relation exists in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says (zbid.) that, 
“Relation in the Trinity of the Father to the 
Son. and of both to the Holy Ghost, is the rela- 
tion of the same to the same.” But a relation of 
this kind is only a logical one; for every real re- 
lation requires and implies in reality two terms. 
Therefore the divine relations are not real rela- 
tions, but are of the reason only. 

Obj 3. Further, the relation of paternity is the 
relation of a principle. But to say that God is 
the principle of creatures does not import any 
real relation, but only a logical one. Therefore 
paternity in God is not a real relation; and the 
same applics for the same reason to the other 
relations in God. 

Obj. 4. Further, the divine generation is ac- 
cording to the procession of an intelligible word. 
But the relations following upon the operation 
of the intellect are logical relations. Therefore 
paternity and filiation in God, consequent upon 
generation, are only logical relations. 

On the contrary, The Father is denominated 
only from paternity, and the Son only from fili- 
ation. Therefore, if no real paternity or filiation 

3PL 64, 1253. 
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existed in God, it would follow that God is not 
really Father or Son, but only in our manner of 
understanding; and this is the Sabellian heresy. 

I answer that, Relations exist in God really. 
In proof of this we may consider that only in 
things spoken of as having relation is found 
something which is only in reason and not in 
reality. This is not found in any other genus, 
since other genera, such as quantity and quality, 
according to their proper notion, signify some- 
thing inherent in a subject. But relation in its 
own proper notion signifies only what refers to 
another. Such relation to another exists some- 
times in the nature of things, as in those things 
which by their own very nature are ordered to 
each other, and have an inclination to each 
other, and such relations are necessarily real re- 
lations; as in a heavy body is found an inclina- 
tion and order to the centre, and hence there 
exists In the heavy body a certain relation in re- 
gard to the centre; and the same applies to other 
things. Sometimes, however, this respect to an- 
other, signified by relation, is to be found only 
in the apprehension of reason comparing one 
thing to another, and this is a logical relation 
only; as, for instance, when reason compares 
man to animal as the species to the genus. 

But when something proceeds from a princi- 
ple of the same nature, then both the one pro- 
ceeding and the source of procession agree in 
the same order; and then they have real rela- 
tions to each other. Therefore as the divine pro- 
cessions are in the identity of the same nature, 
as above explained (Q. XXVII, A. 3, Ans. 2), these 
relations, which are considered according to the 
divine processtons, are necessarily real relations. 

Reply Obj. 1. Relationship is not predicated 
of God according to its proper notion, that is to 
say, in so far as its proper notion denotes com- 
parison to that in which relation is inherent, but 
only as denoting respect to another. Neverthe- 
less Boéthius did not wish to exclude relation in 
God but he wished to show that it was not to be 
predicated of Him as regards the mode of inher- 
ence in Himself in the strict notion of relation, 
but rather by way of relation to another. 

Reply Obj. 2. The relation signified by the 
term “the same” is a logical relation only, if in 
regard to absolutely the same thing, because 
such a relation can exist only in a certain order 
observed by reason as regards the order of any- 
thing to itself, according to some two considera- 
tions of it. The case is otherwise, however, when 
things are called the same, not numerically, but 
generically or specifically. Thus Boéthius likens 
the divine relations to a relation of identity, not 
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in every respect, but only as regards the fact 
that the substance is not diversified by these re- 
lations, as neither is it by relation of identity. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the creature proceeds from 
God in diversity of nature, God is outside the 
order of the whole creation, nor does any rela- 
tion to the creature arise from His nature; for 
He does not produce the creature by necessity 
of His nature but by His intellect and will, as 
is above explained (QQ. xiv, A. 8, and XIX, A. 
4). Therefore there is no real relation in God to 
the creature, whereas in creatures there is a real 
relation to God, because creatures are contained 
under the divine order, and their very nature en- 
tails dependence on God. On the other hand, the 
divine processions are in the same nature. Hence 
no parallel exists. 

Reply Obj. 4. Relations which result in the 
things understood from the intellectual opera- 
tion alone are logical relations only, since reason 
observes them as existing between two things 
understood. Those relations, however, which 
follow the operation of the intellect, and which 
exist between the word intellectually proceeding 
and the source whence it proceeds, are not logi- 
cal relations only, but are real relations, since 
the intellect and the reason are real things, and 
are really related to that which proceeds from 
them intelligibly, just as a corporeal thing is re- 
lated to that which proceeds from it corporeally. 
Thus paternity and filiation are real relations in 
God. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Relation in God Is the 
Same as His Essence? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the divine relation is not the 
same as the divine essence. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. v, 
5)' that “not all that is said of Ge.’ is said of His 
substance, for we say some things relatively, as 
Facher in respect of the Son: but such things do 
not refer to the substance.” Therefore the rela- 
tion 13 not che divine essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. 
viii)? that, “‘every relative expression is some- 
thing besides the relation expressed, as master 
is a man, and slave is a man.” Therefore, if rela- 
tions exist in God, there must be something else 
besides relation in God. This can only be His 
essence. Therefore essence differs from relation. 

Obj. 3. Further, the being of relation is the 
being referred to another, as the Philosopher 
says.3 So if relation is the divine essence, it fol- 
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lows that the being of the divine essence is itself 
a relation to something else; but this is contrary 
to the perfection of the divine being, which is 
supremely absolute and self-subsisting (9. m1, 
A. 4). Therefore relation is not the divine es- 
sence. 

On the contrary, Everything which is not the 
divine essence is a creature. But relation really 
belongs.to God; and if it is not the divine es- 
sence, it is a creature, and it cannot claim the 
adoration of latria, contrary to what is sung in 
the Preface:! “Let us adore the distinction of 
the Persons, and the equality of their Majesty.” 

I answer that, It is reported that Gilbert de la 
Porrée’ erred on this point, but revoked his error 
later at the council of Rheims.? For he said that 
the divine relations are assistant, or externally 
affixed. 

To perceive the error here expressed, we must 
consider that in each of the nine genera of acci- 
dents there are two things to be considered. 
One is the being belonging to each one of them 
considered as an accident; and it commonly ap- 
plies to each of them to be inherent in a subject. 
for the being of an accident is to inhere. The 
other thing to be considered in each one is the 
proper notion of each one of these genera. In 
the genera apart from that of relation, as in 
quantity and quality, even the proper notion of 
the genus itself is derived from a relation to the 
subject; for quantity is called the measure of 
substance, and quality is the disposition of sub- 
stance. But the true notion of relation is not 
taken from its respect to that in which it is, but 
from its respect to something outside. 

So if we consider even in creatures, relations 
as such, in that aspect they are said to be “assist- 
ant,” and not intrinsically affixed, for they signi- 
fy as it were a respect which affects the thing 
related according as it tends from that thing to 
something else; but if relation is considered as 
an accident, it inheres in a subject, and has an 
accidental being in it. Gilbert de la Porrée con- 
sidered relation in the former mode only. 

Now whatever has an accidental being in 
creatures, when considered as transferred to 
God, has a substantial being, for there is noth- 
ing which is as an accident in a subject in God, 
but whatever is in God is His essence. So, as re- 
gards that aspect by which relation has an acci- 
dental being in creatures, relation really exist- 
ing in God has the being of the divine essence, 


1 Preface of the Most Holy Trinity. 

2In De Trin. (PL 64,1292); In De Praedicat. trium 
Pers.(PL 64,1309). 

* Cf. Bernard, In Cant., Serm. LXxx (PL 183, 1170). 
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in no way distinct from it. But in so far as rela- 
tion implies respect to something else, no refer- 
ence to the essence is signified, but rather to its 
opposite term. 

Thus it is manifest that relation really exist- 
ing in God is really the same as His essence, and 
only differs according to mode of intelligibility, 
according as in relation is meant that regard to 
its opposite which is not expressed in the name 
of essence. Thus it is clear that in God relation 
and essence do not differ from each other, but 
are one and the same. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of Augustine do 
not imply that paternity or any other relation 
which is in God is not in its very being the same 
as the divine essence, but that it is not predi- 
cated under the mode of substance, as existing 
in Him to Whom it is applied, but as a relation. 
So there are said to be two predicaments only in 
God, since other predicaments import relation 
to that of which they are spoken, both in their 
generic and in their specific nature. But nothing 
that exists in God can have any relation to that 
wherein it exists, or of whom it is spoken, except 
the relation of identity; and this by reason of 
God’s supreme simplicity. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the relation which exists in 
creatures involves not only a regard to another, 
but also something absolute, so the same applies 
to God, yet not in the same way, What is found 
in the creature above and beyond what is con- 
tained in the meaning of relation is something 
else besides that relation; but in God there is no 
distinction, but both are one and the same; and 
this is not perfectly expressed by the word “re- 
lation,” as if it were comprehended in the ordi- 
nary meaning of that term. For it was above ex- 
plained (Q. xIII, A. 2), in treating of the divine 
names, that more is contained in the perfection 
of the divine essence than can be signified by 
any name. Hence it does not follow that there 
exists in God anything besides relation in re- 
ality, but only in the various names imposed 
by us. 

Reply Obj, 3. If the divine perfection con- 
tained only what is signified by names that in- 
dicate relation, it would follow that it is imper- 
fect, being thus related to something else; as in 
the same way, if nothing more were contained 
in it than what is signified by the word wisdom, 
it would not in that case be a subsistence. But 
as the perfection of the divine essence is greater 
than can be included in any name, it does not 
follow,ifa relative term or any other name applied 
to God signify something imperfect, that the 
divine essence is in any way imperfect; for the 
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divine essence comprehends within itself the 
perfection of every genus (Q. IV, A. 2). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Relations in God Are 
Really Distinguished from Each Other? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the divine relations are not 
really distinguished from each other. 

Objection 1. For things which are identified 
with the same, are identified with each other. 
But every relation in God is really the same as 
the divine essence. Therefore the relations are 
not really distinguished from each other. 

Obj. 2. Further, as paternity and filiation are 
by name distinguished from the divine essence, 
so likewise are goodness and power. But this 
kind of distinction does not make any real dis- 
tinction of the divine goodness and power. 
Therefore neither does it make any real distinc- 
tion of paternity and filiation. 

Obj. 3. Further, in God there is no real dis- 
tinction but that of origin. But onc relation does 
not seem to arise from another. Therefore the 
relations are not really distinguished from each 
other. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Trin.)! 
that “in God the substance contains the unity, 
and relation multiplies the trinity.” Therefore, 
if the relations were not really distinguished 
from each other, there would be no real trinity 
in God, but only a trinity of reason, which is the 
error of Sabellius.? 

I answer that, The attributing of anything to 
another involves the attribution likewise of 
whatever is contained in its notion. So when 
“man” is attributed to anyone, a rational nature 
is likewise attributed to him. The notion of re- 
lation, however, necessarily means respect of 
one to another, according as one is relatively 
opposed to another. So as in God there is a real 
relation (A. 1) there must also be a real opposi- 
tion. The very notion of relative opposition in- 
cludes distinction Hence, there must be real 
distinction in God, not, indeed, according to 
that which is absolute—namely, essence, where- 
in there is supreme unity and simplicity—but 
according to that which is relative. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to the Philosopher? 
this argument holds, that whatever tiings are 
identified with the same thing are identified with 
each other, if the identity be real and logical, as. 
for instance, a tunic and a garment but not if 
they differ logically. Hence in the same place he 

1Chap. 6 (PL 64, 1255). 

2 See Augustine, De Haeres., sect. 41 (PL 42, 32). 
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says that although action is the same as motion, 
and likewise passion, still it does not follow that 
action and passion are the same because action 
implies reference as of something from which 
there is motion in the thing moved, whereas 
passion implies reference as of something which 
zs from another. Likewise, although paternity, 
just as filiation, is really the same as the divine 
essence, nevertheless these two in their own 
proper notion and definitions import opposite 
respects. Hence they are distinguished from 
each other. 

Reply Obj. 2. Power and goodness do not im- 
port any opposition in their respective notions, 
and hence there is no parallel argument. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although relations, properly 
speaking, do not arise or proceed from each 
other, nevertheless they are considered as op- 
posed according to the procession of one from 
another. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether in God There Are Only 
Four Real Relations—Puternity, Filiation, 
Spiration, and Procession? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that in God there are not only four 
real relations—paternity, filiation, spiration, and 
procession. 

Objection 1. For it must be observed that in 
God there exist the relations of the intelligent 
agent to the thing understood, and of the one 
willing to the thing willed, which seem to be real 
relations not comprised under those above 
named. Therefore there are not only four real 
relations in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, real relations in God are un- 
derstood as coming from the intelligible proces- 
sion of the Word. But intelligible relations are 
infinitely multiplied, as Avicenna says * There- 
fore in God there exists an infi::‘te number of 
real relations. 

Obj. 3. Further, ideas in God are eternal (a. 
XV, A. 2), and are only distinguished from each 
other by :eason of their relation to things, as 
above stated (Q. xv, A. 2). Therefore in God 
theresare many more eternal relations. 

Obj. 4 Further, equality, and likeness, and 
identity are relations, and they are in God from 
eternity. Therefore several more relations are 
eternal in God than the above named. 

Obj. 5. Further, it may also on the contrary 
be said that there are fewer relations in God 
than those above named. For, according to the 
Philosopher,® “It is the same way from Athens 

4 Meta, 1, 10 (83va). 
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to Thebes, as from Thebes to Athens.” By the 
same way of reasoning there is the same relation 
from the Father to the Son, that of paternity, 
and from the Son to the Father, that of filiation; 
and thus there are not four relations in God. 

I answer that, According to the Philosopher,! 
every relation is based either on quantity, as 
double and half, or on action and passion, as the 
doer and the deed, the father and the son, the 
master and the servant, and the like. Now as 
there is no quantity in God, for He is great with- 
out quantity, as Augustine says,” it follows that 
a real relation in God can be based only on ac- 
tion. Such relations are not based on the actions 
of God according to any extrinsic procession, 
since the relations of God to creatures are not 
real in Him (A. 1, Ans. 3, Q. XIII, A. 7). Hence, 
it follows that real relations in God can be 
understood only in regard to those actions ac- 
cording to which there are internal, and not ex- 
ternal, processions in God. 

These processions are two only, as above ex- 
pounded (q. xxv, A. 5), one derived from the 
action of the intellect, the procession of the 
Word, and the other from the action of the will, 
the procession of love. In respect of each of 
these processions two opposite relations arise. 
One of these is the relation of the person pro- 
ceeding from the principle; the other is the rela- 
tion of the principle Himself. The procession of 
the Word is called generation in the proper sense 
of the term, whereby it is applied to living 
things. Now the relation of the principle of gen- 
eration in perfect living beings is called paterni- 
ty, and the relation of the one proceeding from 
the principle is called filiation. But the proces- 
sion of Love has no proper name of its own (Q. 
XXVIT, A. 4), and so neither have the ensuing 
relations a proper name of their own. The rela- 
tion of the principle of this procession is called 
spiration and the relation of the person proceed- 
ing is called procession, although these two 
names belong to the processions or origins 
themselves, and not to the relations. 

Reply Obj. 1. In those things in which there 
is a difference between the intellect and its ob- 
ject and the will and its object, there can be a 
real relation, both of knowledge to the thing 
known and of the willer to the thing willed. In 
God, however, the intellect and what is under- 
stood are one and the same, because by under- 
standing Himself God understands all other 
things; and the same applies to His will and 
what He wills. Hence it follows that in God 

1 Metaphysics, V, 15 (102026). 

2 Contra Epist. Menich., 15 (PL 42, 184). 
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these kinds of relations are not real, as neither 
is the relation of a thing to itself. Nevertheless, 
the relation to the word is a real relation, be- 
cause the word is understood as proceeding by 
an intelligible action and not as a thing under- 
stood. For when we understand a stone that 
which the intellect conceives from the thing 
understood is called the word. 

Reply Obj. 2. Intelligible relations in our- 
selves are infinitely multiplied because a man 
understands a stone by one act, and by another 
act understands that he understands the stone, 
and again by another, understands that he un- 
derstands this; thus the acts of understanding 
are infinitely multiplied, and consequently also 
the relations understood. This does not apply to 
God, since He understands all things by one 
act alone. 

Reply Obj. 3. Ideal relations exist as under- 
stood by God. Hence it does not follow from 
their plurality that there are many relations in 
God, but that God knows many relations. 

Reply Obj. 4. Equality and likeness in God 
are not real relations but are only logical rela- 
tions (Q. XLIL, A. I, Ans. 1). 

Reply Obj. 5. The way from one term to an- 
other and conversely is the same; nevertheless 
the mutual relations are not the same. Hence, 
we cannot conclude that the relation of the 
father to the son is the same as that of the son 
to the father; but we could conclude this of 
something absolute, if there were such between 
them. 


QUESTION XXIX 
THE DIVINE PERSONS 
(In Four Articles) 


Havinc taken up first what have appeared nec- 
essary notions concerning the processions and 
the relations, we must now approach the sub- 
ject of the persons. 

First, we shall consider the persons absolute- 
ly, and then comparatively as regards each 
other (Q. XxxIx). We must consider the persons 
absolutely first in common, and then singly. 
(Q. XXXIII). 

The general consideration of the persons 
seemingly involves four points: (1) The signifi- 
cation of this word person; (2) the number of 
the persons (Q. xxx); (3) what is involved in 
the number of the persons, or is opposed there- 
to, as diversity, and likeness, and the like (a. 
XXxI); (4) what belongs to our knowledge of 
the persons (Q. XXXII). 

Four subjects of inquiry are comprised in the 
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first point: (1) The definitiom: of person. (2) 
The comparison of person to essence, subsist- 
ence, and hypostasis. (3) Whether the name of 
person is becoming to God? (4) What does it 
signify in Him? 


ARTICLE 1. The Definition of “Person” 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the definition of person given by 
Boéthius (De Duab. Nat.)' is insufficient—that 
is, “a person is an individual substance of a 
rational nature.” 

Objection 1. For nothing singular can be sub- 
ject to definition. But person signifies some- 
thing singular. Therefore person is improperly 
defined. 

Obj, 2. Further, substance as placed above in 
the definition of person is either first substance 
ar second substance. If it is the former, the word 
individual is superfluous, because first substance 
is individual substance; if it stands for second 
substance, the word individual is false, for there 
is contradiction of terms, since second sub- 
stances are the genera or species. Therefore this 
definition is incorrect. 

Obj. 3. Further, an intentional term must not 
be included in the definition of a thing. For to 
define a man as ‘‘a species of animal” would not 
be a correct definition, since man is the name of 
a thing, and species is a name of an intention. 
Therefore, since person is the name of a thing 
(for it signifies a substance of a rational na- 
ture), the word individual which is an inten- 
tional name comes improperly into the defini- 
tion. 

Obj. 4. Further, “Nature is the principle of 
motion and rest in those things in which it is es- 
sentially, and not accidentally,” as Aristotle 
says.” But person exists in things immovable, 
as in God, and in the angels. Therefore the word 
nature ought not to enter into the definition of 
person, but the word should rather be essence. 

Obj. 5. Further, the separated soul is an in- 
dividual substance of the rational nature, but 
it Is not a person. Therefore person is not 
properly defined as above. 

Z answer that, Although the universal and par- 
ticular are found in every genus, nevertheless, 
in a certain special way, the individuai is found 
in the genus of substance. For substance is in- 
dividualized by itself, whereas the accidents are 
individualized by the subject, which is the sub- 
stance, for this particular whiteness is called 
“this” because it exists in this particular subject. 


1 Chap. 3 (PL 64, 1343). 
® Physics, 0, 1 (19221), 
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And 80 it is reasonable that the individuals of 
the genus substance should have a special name 
of their own; for they are called Aypostases, 
or first substances. 

Further still, in a more special and perfect 
way, the particular and the individual are found 
in rational substances which have dominion 
over their own actions, and which are not only 
made to act, like others, but which can act of 
themselves; for actions belong to singulars. 
Therefore also the singulars of the rational na- 
ture have also a special name even among other 
substances, and this name is person. 

Thus the term “individual substance” is placed 
in the definition of person as signifying the sin- 
gular in the genus of substance and the term 
“rational nature” is added, as signifying the 
singular in rational substances. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although this or that singular 
may not be definable, yet what belongs to the 
common notion of singularity can be defined; 
and so the Philosopher‘ gives a definition of first 
substance, and in this way Boéthius defines per- 
son. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the opinion of some,® the 
term substance in the definition of person stands 
for first substance, which is the hypostasis; nor 
is the term individual superfluously added, for 
by the nume of hypostasis or first substance the 
idea of universality and of part is excluded. For 
we do not say that man in general is an hypos- 
tasis, nor that the hand is, since it is only a 
part But where “individual” is added, the notion 
of being able to be assumed is excluded from 
person; for the human nature in Christ is not a 
person, since it is assumed by a greater—that is, 
by the Word of God It is, however, better to 
say that substance is here taken in a general 
sense, as divided into first and second, and when 
“individual” is added, it is restrivzed to first sub- 
stance. 

Reply Obj. 3. Substantial differences being 
unknown to us, or at least unnamed by us, it is 
sometimes necessary to use accidental differ- 
ences in the place of substantial; as, for exam- 
ple, We may say that fire is a simple, hot, and 
dry body, for proper accidents are the effects of 
substantial forms, and make them known. Like- 
wise, terms expressive of intention can be used 
in defining things if used to signify things which 
are unnamed. And so the term “individual” is 


$Cf, Boéthius, De Duabus Nat., 3 (PL 64, 1344). 
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placed in the definition of person to signify the 
mode of subsistence which belongs to particu- 
lar substances. me 

Reply Obj. 4. According to the Philosopher! 
the word nature was first used to signify the 
“generation of living things,” which is called 
nativity. And because this kind of generation 
comes from an intrinsic principle, this term is 
extended to signify the “intrinsic principle of 
any kind of movement.” In this sense he defines 
“nature.’? And since this kind of principle is 
either formal or material, both matter and form 
are commonly called nature. And as the essence 
of anything is completed by the form, so the es- 
sence of anything, signified by the definition, is 
commonly called nature. And here nature is 
taken in that sense. Hence Boéthius says (Joc. 
cit.) that, “nature is the specific difference giv- 
ing its form to each thing,” for the specific dif- 
ference completes the definition, and is derived 
from the proper form of a thing. So in the defini- 
tion of person, which means the singular in a 
determined genus, it is more correct to use the 
term nature than essence, because the latter is 
taken from being, which is most common. 

Reply Obj. 5. The soul is a part of the human 
species, and so, although it may exist in a sep- 
arate state, yet since it ever retains its nature of 
unibility, it cannot be called an individual sub- 
stance, which is the hypostasis or first substance, 
as neither can the hand nor any other part of 
man; thus neither the definition nor the name 
of person belongs to it. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether “Person” is the Same as 
Hypostasis, Subsistence, and Essence? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that person is the same as hyposta- 
sis, subsistence, and essence. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Duab. 
Nat.) that ‘the Greeks called the individual 
substance of the rational nature by the name 
hypostasis.” But this with us signifies person. 
Therefore person is altogether the same as hy- 
postasis. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as we say there are three 
persons in God, so we say there are three sub- 
sistences in God, which implies that person and 
subsistence have the same meaning. Therefore 
person and subsistence mean the same. 

Obj. 3. Further, Boéthius says (Com. Pred.)‘ 
that otcia, which is the same as essence, sig- 


1 Metaphysics, v, 4 (101416). 
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nifies a being composed of matter and form. 
Now, that which is. composed of matter and 
form is the individual substance called #ypos- 
tasis and person. Therefore all the aforesaid 
names seem to have the same meaning. ! 

Obj. 4. On the contrary, Boéthius says (De 
Duab. Nat.)* that “genera and species only sub- 
sist; whereas individuals are not only subsistent, 
but also substand.’’ But subsistences are 80 
called from subsisting, as substance or hypos- 
tasis is so called from substanding. Therefore, 
since genera and species are not hypostases or 
persons, the latter are not the same as subsist- 
ences. 

Obj. 5. Further, Boéthius says® that matter is 
called hypostasis, and form is called dvouwars 
—that is, subsistence. But neither form nor 
matter can be called person. Therefore person 
differs from the others. 

I answer that, According to the Philosopher’ 
substance is spoken of in two ways. In one sense 
it means the quiddity of a thing, signified by its 
definition, and thus we say that the definition 
means the substance of a thing; in this sense 
substance is called by the Greek otcla, which 
we may call essence. In another sense substance 
means a subject or suppositum, which subsists 
in the genus of substance. To this, taken in a 
general sense, can be applied a name expressive 
of an intention; and thus it is called the sup- 
positum. It is also called by three names signify- 
ing a reality—that is, “a thing of nature,” “sub- 
sistence,” and “hypostasis,” according to a three- 
fold consideration of the substance thus named. 
For, as it exists in itself and not in another, it is 
called subsistence; as we say that those things 
subsist which exist in themselves, and not in an- 
other. As it underlies some common nature, it is 
called a thing of nature; as, for instance, this 
particular man is a human natural thing. As it 
underlies the accidents, it is called hypostasis, or 
substance. What these three names signify in 
common to the whole genus of substances, this 
name person signifies in the genus of rational 
substances. 

Reply Obj. 1. Among the Greeks, the term 
hypostasis, taken in the proper meaning of the 
word, signifies any individual of the genus sub- 
stance; but in the usual way of speaking, it 
means the individual of the rational nature, by 
reason of the excellence of that nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. As we say three persons plurally 


5 Chap. 3 (PL 64, 1344). 
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in God, and three subsistences, so the Greeks 
say three hypostases. But because the word sub- 
stance, which, properly speaking, corresponds in 
meaning to hypostasis, is used among us in an 
equivocal] sense, since it sometimes means es- 
sence, and sometimes means hypostasis, in order 
to avoid any occasion of error, it was thought 
preferable to use subsistence for hypostasis, 
rather than substance. 

Reply Ob7. 3. Strictly speaking, the essence is 
what is expressed by the definition. Now, the 
definition comprises the principles of the species 
but not the individual principles. Hence in 
things composed of matter and form, the es- 
sence signifies not only the form, nor only the 
matter, but what is composed of matter and 
the common form, as the principles of the 
species. But what is composed of this matter and 
this form has the nature of hypostasis and per- 
son. For soul, flesh, and bone belong to the 
notion of man; but this soul, this flesh, and 
this bone belong to the notion of this man. 
Therefore hypostasis and person add the in- 
dividual principles to the notion of essence; 
nor are these identified with the essence in 
things composed of matter and form, as we 
said above when treating of divine simplicity 
(Q, 111, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 4. Boéthius says! that genera and 
species subsist, inasmuch as it belongs to some 
individual things to subsist, from the fact that 
they belong to genera and species comprehended 
in the predicament of substance, but not be- 
cause the species and genera themselves subsist 
(except in the opinion of Plato, who asserted 
that the species of things subsisted separately 
from singular things). To substand, however, 
belongs to the same individual things in rela- 
tion to the accidents, which are outside the no- 
tion of genera and species. 

Reply Obj. 5. The individual composed of 
matter and form substands in relation to acci- 
dent from the very nature of matter. Hence 
Boéthius says (De Trin.) :? ‘A simple form can- 
not be a subject.” Its self-subsistence is derived 
from the nature of its form, which does not su- 
pervene to the things subsisting, but gives actual 
being to the matter, and thus it is able to subsist 
as an individual. On this account, therefore, he 
ascribes hypostasis to matter, and ovowwots, 
or subsistence, to the form. because the matter 
is the principle of substanding, and the form is 
the principle of subsisting. 


1JIn Porphyrium, Bk. 1. “Mox de generibus,”’ etc. (PL 


64, 85). 
2 Chap. 2 (PL 64, 1250). 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether the Word “Person” Should 
Be Said of God? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the name person should not be 
said of God. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i) :° “No one should ever dare to say or think 
anything of the supersubstantial and hidden Di- 
vinity beyond what has been divinely expressed 
to us by the sacred oracles.” But the name per- 
son is not expressed to us in the Old or New 
Testament. Therefore person is not to be applied 
to God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says (De Duab. 
Nat.):‘ “The word person seems to be taken 
from those persons who represented men in 
comedies and tragedies. For person comes from 
sounding through (personando), since a greater 
volume of sound is produced through the cavity 
in the mask. These ‘persons’ or masks the 
Grecks called mpdcwma, as they were placed 
on the face and covered the features before the 
eyes ” This, however, can apply to God only in 
a metaphorical sense Therefore the word per- 
son Is only applied to God metaphorically. 

Obj 3. Further, every person is a hypostasis. 
But the word hypostasis does not apply to God. 
since, aS Boethius says (#hid.), it signifies what 
is the subject of accidents, which do not exist 
in God. Jerome also says (Ep ad Damas.)* that, 
‘on this word hypostasis, poison lurks in honey.” 
Therefore the word person should not be said of 
God 

Obj 4 Further, if a definition is denied of 
anything, the thing defined is also denied of it. 
But the definition of person, as given above (A. 
1), does not apply to God. Both because reason 
implies a discursive knowledge, which does not 
apply to God, as we proved abov:. (Q. XIV, A. 7), 
and thus God cannot be said to have a rational 
nature And also because God cannot be called 
an individual substance, since the principle of 
individuat'9n is matter, while God is immate- 
rial; nor is He the subject of accidents, so as to 
be called a substance Therefore the word per- 
son ought not to be attributed to God. 

On the contrary, In the Creed of Athanasius 
we say:* “One is the person of the Father, an- 
other of the Son, another of the Holy Ghost.” 

I answer that, Person signifies what is most 
perfect in all nature—that is, a subsistent in- 


3 Chap. 1. Sect. 1 (PG 3, 588). 

4 Chap. 3 (PL 64, 1344). 

’ Epist., xv (PL 22, 357). 

© CE. Creed ‘“Quicumque” (MA 1, 1354; DZ 39). 
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dividual of a rational nature. Hence, since 
everything that is perfect must be attributed to 
God; because His essence contains every per- 
fection, this name person is fittingly applied to 
God; not, however, as it is applied to creatures, 
but in a more excellent way; as other names 
also, which, while giving them to creatures, we 
attribute to God, as we showed above when 
treating of the names of God (q. x1, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the word person is not 
found applied to God in Scripture, either in the 
Old or New Testament, nevertheless what the 
word signifies is found to be affirmed of God in 
many places of Scripture; as for instance that 
He is the supreme self-subsisting being, and the 
most perfectly intelligent being. If we could 
speak of God only in the very terms themselves 
of Scripture, it would follow that no one could 
speak about God in any but the original lan- 
guage of the Old or New Testament. The ur- 
gency of confuting heretics made it necessary 
to find new words to express the ancient faith 
about God. Nor js such a kind of novelty to be 
shunned, since it is by no means profane, for 
it does not lead us astray from the sense of 
Scripture, though the Apostle warns us to avoid 
profane novelties of words (1 Tim. 6. 20). 

Reply Obj. 2. Although this name person may 
not belong to God as regards the origin of the 
term, nevertheless it especially belongs to God 
as to its meaning. For as famous men were rep- 
resented in comedies and tragedies, the name 
person was given to signify those who held high 
dignity. Hence, those who held high rank in the 
Church came to be called persons. Thence by 
some ! the definition of person is given as “hy- 
postasis distinct by reason of dignity.” And be- 
cause subsistence in a rational nature is of high 
dignity, therefore every individual of the ra- 
tional nature is called a person, as we have said 
(A. 1). Now the dignity of the divine nature ex- 
cels every other dignity, and thus the name per- 
son pre-eminenily belongs to God. 

Reply Obj. 3. The word hypostasis does not 
apply to God as regards its source of origin, 
since He does not underlie accidents; but it ap- 
plies to Him in so far as it is imposed to signify 
the subsistence. Jerome said that “poison lurks 
in this word” because before it was fully known 
by the Latins the heretics used this term to de- 
ceive the simple, to make people profess many 
essences as they profess several hypostases, 
since the word substance, which corresponds to 
hypostasis in Greek, is commonly taken amongst 
us to mean essence. 

1 Alan of Lille, Theol. Reg., 32 (PL 210, 637). 
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Reply Obj. 4. It may be said that God has 
a rational nature, if reason be taken to mean not 
discursive thought, but, in a general sense, an 
intelligent nature. But God cannot be called an 
individual in the sense that individuality comes 
from matter, but only in the sense which implies 
incommunicability. Substance can be applied to 
God in the sense of signifying self-subsistence. 
There are some,” however, who say that the def- 
inition of Boéthius, quoted above (A. 1), is not 
a definition of person in the sense we use when 
speaking of persons in God. Therefore Richard 
of St. Victor amends this definition by adding 
that Person in God is “the incommunicable 
existence of the divine nature.” 


ARTICLE 4. Whether This Word “Person” 
Signifies Relation? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that this word person, as applied to 
God, does not signify relation, but substance. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 
6):3 “When we speak of the person of the 
Father, we mean nothing else but the substance, 
for person is said in regard to Himself, and not 
in regard to the Son.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the interrogation “What?” 
refers to the essence. But, as Augustine says:* 
When we say there are three who bear witness 
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghost, and it is asked, Three what? the answer 
is, Three persons. Therefore person signifies 
essence. 

Obj. 3. According to the Philosopher® the 
meaning of a word is its definition. But the defi- 
nition of person is this: “The individual sub- 
stance of the rational nature,” as above stated 
(A.1). Therefore person signifies substance. 

Obj. 4. Further, person in men and angels 
does not signify relation, but something abso- 
lute. Therefore, if in God it signified relation, it 
would bear an equivocal meaning in God, in 
man, and in angels. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Trin.)® 
that “every word that refers to the persons sig- 
nifies relation.” But no word belongs to person 
more strictly than the very word person itself. 
Therefore this word person signifies relation. 

I answer that, A difficulty arises concerning 
the meaning of this word person in God’ from 
2 Richard of St. Victor, De Trin., 1v, 21 (PL 196, 945). 

3 PL 42, 943. 

4 De Trin., vii, 4 (PL 42, 940). 

& Metaphysics, 1v, 7 (1012%23). 

® Chap. 6 (PL 64, 1254). 

7 Cf. Richard Fishacre, Jn Sent., 1, d. 25, in Bergeron, 
EHLD iI, p. 149. 
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the fact that it is predicated plurally of. the 
Three in contrast to the nature of the names be- 
longing to the essence; nor does it in itself referto 
another, as do the words which express relation. 

Hence some! have thought that this word per- 
son of itself expresses absolutely the divine es- 
sence, as this name God and this word Wise, but 
that to meet heretical attack, it was ordained by 
conciliar decree that it was to be taken in a rela- 
tive sense, and especially in the plural, or with 
the addition of a distinguishing adjective; as 
when we say, ‘Three persons,” or, “one is the 
person of the Father, another of the Son,” etc. 
Used, however, in the singular, it may be either 
absolute or relative. But this does not seem to 
be a satisfactory explanation; for, if this word 
person by force of its own signification ex- 
presses the divine essence only, it follows that 
since we speak of three persons, so far from 
the heretics being silenced, they had still more 
reason to argue. Seeing this. others? maintained 
that this word person in God signifies both the 
essence and the relation. Some of these said? 
that it signifies directly the essence, and relation 
indirectly, forasmuch as person means as it were 
by itself one (per se una); and unity belongs to 
the essence. And what is by itself implies rela- 
tion indirectly; for the Father is understood to 
exist Dy Himself, as by relation distinct from 
the Son. Others, however, said,‘ on the contrary, 
that it signifies relation directly, and essence in- 
directly, because in the definition of “person” 
the term nature is mentioned indirectly; and 
these come nearer to the truth. 

To determine the question, we must consider 
that something may be included in the meaning 
of a Jess common term which is not included in 
the more common term; as rational is included 
in the meaning of man, and not in the meaning 
of animal. So that it is one thing to ask the 
meaning of the word animal, and another to ask 
its meaning when the animal in question is a 
man. Also, it is one thing to ask the meaning of 
this word person in general, and another to ask 
the meaning of person as applied to God. For 
person in general signifies the individual sub- 
stance of a rationa! nature as we have said (A. 
1). The individual is what is in itself is undi- 
vided, but is distinct from others. Therefore 
person in any nature signifies what is distinct in 

1 Augustine, De Trin., v1, 5 (PL 42,943); Summe Sent., 
(anon.), tr, 1, chap. 9 (PL 176, 56). 

2 Peter Lombard, Senz., I, d. 25, chap. 2 (QR 1, 159). 

3 Simon of Tournai, Sené., in Schmaus, RTAM (1932) 
p. 62. 


4 William of Auxerre, Summa Aurea, Pt.1, tr. 6, chap. 3 
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that nature; thus in human nature it signifies 
this flesh, these bones, and this soul, which are 
the individuating principles of a man, and which 
though not belonging to the meaning of person, 
nevertheless do belong to the meaning of a hu- 
man person. 

Now distinction in God is only by relation of 
origin, as stated above (Q. xxvitI, A. 3), while 
relation in God is not as an accident in a sub- 
ject, but is the divine essence itself, and so it 
is subsistent, for the divine essence subsists. 
Therefore, as the Godhead is God, so the divine 
paternity is God the Father, Who is a divine 
person. Therefore a divine person signifies a re- 
lation as subsisting. 

And this is to signify relation by way of sub- 
stance, and such a relation is a hypostasis sub- 
sisting in the divine nature, although that which 
subsists in the divine nature is the divine nature 
itself. Thus it is true to say that the name per- 
son signifies relation directly, and the essence 
indirectly; not, however, the relation as such, 
but as expressed by way of a hypostasis. So like- 
wise it signifies directly the essence, and indi- 
rectly the relation, since the essence is the same 
as the hypostasis; but in God the hypostasis is 
expressed as distinct by the relation, and thus 
relation, as such, enters into the notion of the 
person indirectly. 

Thus we can say that this signification of the 
word person was not clearly perceived before it 
was attacked by heretics. Hence, this word per- 
son was used just as any other absolute term. 
But afterwards it was applied to express rela- 
tion, as it lent itself to that signification, so that 
this word person means relation not only by use 
and custom, according to the first opinion, but 
also by force of its own signification. 

Reply Obj. 1. This word person is said in re- 
spect to itself, not to another, since it signifies 
relation not as such, but by way of a substance 
—which is a hypostasis. In that sense Augus- 
tine says that it signifies the essence, since in 
God essen-e is the same as the hypostasis, be- 
cause in God what He is, and that by which He 
is are'the same. 

Reply Obj. 2. The term “what” refers some- 
times to the nature expressed by the definition, 
as when we ask, What is man? and we answer, 
A mortal rational animal. Sometimes it refers to 
the suppositum, as when we ask, What swims in 
the sea? and answer, A fish. So to those who ask, 
Three what? we answer, Three persons. 

Reply Obj. 3. In God the individual—that is, 
distinct and incommunicable substance—in- 
cludes the idea of relation, as above explained. 
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Reply Obj. 4. The different sense of the less 
common term does not produce equivocation in 
the more common. Although a horse and an ass 
have their own proper definitions, nevertheless 
they agree univocally in animal, because the 
common definition of animal applies to both. So 
it does not follow that although relation is con- 
tained in the signification of divine person but 
not in that of an angelic or of a human person, 
that the word person is used in an equivocal 
sense. Though neither is it applied univocally, 
since nothing can be said univocally of God and 
creatures (Q. XIII, A. 5). 


QUESTION XXX 
THE PLURALITY OF PERSONS IN GOD 
(In Four Articles) 


WE are now led to consider the plurality of the 
persons; about which there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether there are several persons 
in God? (2) How many are they? (3) What the 
numeral terms signify in God? (4) The com- 
munity of the term person. 

ARTICLE 1. Whether There Are Several Persons 
in God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that there are not several persons 
in God. 

Objection 1. For person is the individual sub- 
stance of a rational nature. If then there are 
several persons in God, there must be several 
substances, which appears to be heretical. 

Obj. 2. Further, Plurality of absolute proper- 
ties does not make a distinction of persons, 
either in God, or in ourselves. Much less there- 
fore is this effected by a plurality of relations. 
But in God there is no plurality but of relations 
(Q. xxvit1, A. 3). Therefore there cannot he sev- 
eral persons in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, Boéthius says of God (De 
Trin. 11),! that “this is truly one which has no 
number.” But plurality implies number, There- 
fore there are not several persons in God. 

Obj. 4. Further, where number is, there is 
whole and part. Thus, if in God there exist a 
number of persons, there must be whole and 
part in God, which is inconsistent with the di- 
vine simplicity. 

On the contrary, Athanasius says:? “One is 
the person of the Father, another of the Son, 
another of the Holy Ghost.” Therefore the 
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost are 
several persons, 

1PL 64, 1251. 

3 Creed “Quicumaue,” (MA 11, 1354; DZ 39). 
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F answer that, It follows from what precedes 
that there are several persons in God.. For it 
was shown above (qQ. XXIX, A. 4) that this word 
person signifies in God a relation as subsisting 
in the divine nature. It was also established 
(Q. XXVIII, AA. 1, 3, 4) that there are several 
real relations in God; and hence it follows that 
there are also several realities subsistent in the 
divine nature, which means that there are sev- 
eral persons in God. 

Reply Obj. 1. The definition of person in- 
cludes substance, not as meaning the essence, 
but the suppositum which is made clear by the 
addition of the term individual. To signify the 
substance thus understood, the Greeks use the 
name hypostasis. So, as we say “Three persons,” 
they say ‘“Three hypostases.” We are not, how- 
ever, accustomed to say Three substances, lest 
we be understood to mean three essences or na- 
tures, by reason of the equivocal signification of 
the term. 

Reply Obj. 2. The absolute properties in God, 
such as goodness and wisdom, are not opposed 
to one another; and hence, neither are they 
really distinguished from each other. Therefore, 
although they subsist, nevertheless they are not 
several subsistent realities—that is, several per- 
sons But the absolute properties in creatures do 
not subsist, although they are really distin- 
guished from each other, as whiteness and sweet- 
ness; on the other hand, the relative properties 
in God subsist, and are really distinguished from 
each other (Q. XXVIII, A. 3; Q. XXIX, A. 4). 
Hence the plurality of such properties suffices 
for the plurality of persons in God. 

Reply Obj. 3. The supreme unity and sim- 
plicity of God exclude every kind of plurality of 
absolute things, but not plurality of relations, 
which are predicated of something as having 
relation to something else, and thus the rela- 
tions do not import composition in that of which 
they are predicated, as Boéthius teaches in the 
same book. 

Reply Obj. 4. Number is twofold, namely, 
simple or absolute, as two and three and four, 
and number as existing in things numbered, as 
two men and two horses. So, if number in God 
is taken absolutely or abstractly, there is nothing 
to prevent whole and part from being in Him, 
and thus number in Him is only in our way of 
understanding, because number regarded apart 
from things numbered exists only in the intel- 
lect. But if number be taken as it is in the things 
numbered, in that sense, as existing in creatures, 
one is part of two, and two of three as one man 
is part of two men and two of three; but in this 
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way it does not apply to God, because the Father 
is of the same magnitude as the whole Trinity, 
as we shall show further on (Q. XLII, A. 4, Ans. 
3). 


Articte 2. Whether There Are More Than 
Three Persons in God? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there are more than three per- 
sons in God. 

Objection 1. For the plurality of persons in 
God arises from the plurality of the relative 
properties as stated above (A. 1). But there are 
four relations in God as stated above (Q. XXVIII, 
A. 4), paternity, sonship, common spiration, and 
procession. Therefore there are four persons in 
God. 

Obj. 2. The nature of God does not differ from 
His will more than from His intellect. But in 
God, one person proceeds from the will as Love, 
and another proceeds from His nature as Son. 
Therefore another procceds from Ilis intellect as 
Word, besides the one Who proceeds from His 
nature as Son; thus again it follows that there 
are not onlv three persons in God 

Obj. 3. Further, the more perfect a creature 
is, the more interior operations it has; as a man 
has understanding and will beyond other ani- 
mals. But God infinitely excels every creature. 
Therefore in God not only is there a person pro- 
ceeding from the will and aaother from the in- 
tellect, but also in an infinite number of ways. 
Therefore there are an infinite number of per- 
sons in God. 

Obj. 4. Further, it is from the infinite good- 
ness of the Father that He communicates Him- 
self infinitely in the production of a divine per- 
son. But there is infinite goodness also in the 
Holy Ghost. Therefore the Holy Ghost pro- 
duces a divine person, and that person another, 
and so to infinity. 

Obj. 5. Further, everything within a deter- 
minate number is measured, for number is a 
measure. But the divine persons are immense, 
as we say in the Creed of Athanasius!: “The 
Father is immense, the Son is immense, the Holy 
Ghost is immense.” Therefore the persons are 
not contained within the number three. 

On the contrary, It is said: There ure three 
who bear witness in heaven, the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost (1 John 5. 7). To 
those who ask, “Three what?” we, answer, with 
Augustine (De Trin. vii, 4),? “Three persons." 
Therefore there are but three persons in God. 


1MA 1, 1354; DZ 30. 
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I answer that, As was explained above, there 
can be only three persons in God. For it was 
shown above (A. 1) that the several persons are 
the several subsisting relations really distinct 
from each other. But a real distinction between 
the divine relations can come only from relative 
opposition. Therefore two opposite relations 
must refer to two persons, and if any relations 
are not opposite, they must belong to the same 
person. Since then paternity and sonship are op- 
posite relations, they belong necessarily to two 
persons. Therefore the subsisting paternity is 
the person of the Father, and the subsisting son- 
ship is the person of the Son. The other two 
relations are not opposed to either of these, but 
they are opposed to cach other. Therefore these 
two cannot belong to one person. Hence cither 
one of them must belong to both of the afore- 
said persons, or one must belong to one person, 
and the other to the other. Now, procession can- 
not belong to the Father and the Son, or to either 
of them; for thus it would follow that the pro- 
cession of the intellect, which in God is genera- 
tion, from which paternity and sonship are de- 
rived, would issue from the procession of love, 
from which spiration and procession are derived, 
if the person generating and the person gener- 
ated proceeded from the person  spirating; 
and this is against what was laid down above 
(Q. XXVIT, A. 3, Ans 3). We must consequent- 
ly admit that spiration belongs to the person 
of the Father, and to the person of the Son 
since it has no relative opposition either to 
paternity or to sonship; and consequently that 
procession belongs to the other person who 
is called the person of the Holy Ghost, who 
proceeds by way of love. as above explained 
(Q. XxviI, A. 4). Therefore only three persons 
exist in God, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although there are four rela- 
tions In God, one of them, spiration, is not sep- 
arated from the person of the Father and of the 
Son, but belongs to both; thus, although it is a 
relation, it is not called a property, because it 
docs mot belong to only one person, nor is it a 
personal relation—that is, constituting a per- 
son. The three relations—paternity, sonship, and 
procession—-are called personal properties, con- 
stituting as it were the persons; for paternity is 
the person of the Father, sonship is the person 
of the Son, procession is the person of the Holy 
Ghost proceeding. 

Reply Obj. 2. That which proceeds by way of 
intellect, as word, proceeds according to like- 
ness, as also that which proceeds by way of 


FIRST PART Q. 30. ART. 3 


nature; thus, as above explained (0. Xxvur, A. 
2: Q. XXVIIT. A. 4), the procession of the divine 
Word is the same as generation by way of na- 
ture. But love, as such, does not proceed as the 
likeness of that from which it proceeds, although 
in God love is co-essential as being divine. And 
therefore the procession of love is not called 
generation in God. 

Reply Obj. 3. As man is more perfect than 
other animals, he has more intrinsic operations 
than other animals, because his perfection is 
something composite. Hence the angels, who are 
more perfect and more simple, have fewer in- 
trinsic operations than man, for they have no 
Imagination, or feeling, or the like. In God there 
exists only one real operation—that is, His es- 
sence. How there are in Him two processions 
was above explained (Q. XXvI, AA. 3, 5). 

Reply Obj. 4. This argument would prove if 
the Holy Ghost possessed another goodness 
apart from the goodness of the Father; for then 
if the Father produced a divine person by His 
goodness, the Holy Ghost also would do so. But 
the Father and the Holy Ghost have one and the 
same goodness. Nor is there any distinction be- 
tween them exccpt by the personal relations. So 
goodness belongs to the Holy Ghost, as derived 
from another, and it belongs to the Father as 
the principle of its communication to another. 
The opposition of relation does not allow the 
relation of the Holy Ghost to be joined with the 
relation of principle of another divine person, 
hecause He Himself proceeds from the other 
persons who are in God. 

Reply Obj. 5. A determinate number if taken 
as a simple number existing in the intellect only, 
is measured by one. But when we speak of a 
number of things In the persons in God, the no- 
tion of measure has no place, because the mag- 
nitude of the three persons is the same (Q. XLII, 
AA. 1, 4), and the same is not measured by the 
same. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Numeral Terms Denote 
Anything Real in God? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the numeral terms denote 
something real in God. 

Objection 1. For the divine unity is the divine 
essence. But every number is unity repeated. 
Therefore every numeral term in God signifies 
the essence; and therefore it denotes something 
real in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is said of God and 
of creatures belongs to God in a more eminent 
manner than to creatures. But the numeral 
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terms denote something real in creatures. There- 
fore much more so in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the numeral terms do not 
denote anything real in God, and are introduced 
simply in a removing sense, as plurality removes 
unity, and unity plurality, it follows that a vi- 
cious circle results, confusing the intellect and 
obscuring the truth; and this ought not to be. 
Therefore it must be said that the numeral terms 
denote something real in God. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv) 3 
“Tf we admit companionship’”—that is, plurality 
—‘““we exclude the idea of oneness and of soli- 
tude”; and Ambrose says (De Fide. i)* that 
when we say one God, unity excludes plurality 
of gods, and does not imply quantity in God. 
Hence we see that these terms are applied to 
God in order to remove something, and not to 
denote anything positive. 

I answer that, The Master (Sent. i. p. 24) 
considers that the numeral terms do not denote 
anything positive in God, but only take away 
something. Others, however, assert the con- 
trary.* 

In order to resolve this point, we may observe 
that all plurality follows on some division. Now 
division is twofold. One is material, and is divi- 
sion of the continuous; from this results num- 
ber, which is a species of quantity. Number in 
this sense is found only in material things which 
have quantity. The other kind of division is 
called formal, and is effected by opposite or 
diverse forms, and this kind of division results 
in a multitude, which does not belong to a genus, 
but is transcendental] in the sense in which being 
is divided by one and by many. This kind of 
multitude only is found in immatcrial things. 

Some, considering only that multitude which 
is a species of discrete quantity, and seeing that 
such kind of quantity has no place in God. as- 
serted that the numeral terms do not denote 
anything real in God, but remove something 
from Him.> Others,® considering the same kind 
of multitude, said that as knowledge exists in 
God according to the proper sense of the word, 
but not in the sense of its genus (as in God there 
is no such thing as a quality), so numher exists 
in God in the proper sense of number, but not 
in the sense of its genus, which is quantity. 
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But we say that numeral termis predicated of 
God are not derived from number which is a 
species of quantity, for in that sense they could 
bear only a metaphorical sense in God, like 
other corporeal properties, such as length, 
breadth, and the like, but that they are taken 
from multitude in a transcendent sense. Now 
multitude so understood has relation to the 
many of which it is predicated as one convert- 
ible with being is related to being, which kind of 
oneness does not add anything to being except 
a negation of division, as we saw when treating 
of the divine unity (Q. x1, A. 1); for one signi- 
fies undivided being. So, of whatever we say 
“one,” we imply its undivided reality; thus, for 
instance, “one” applied to man signifies the un- 
divided nature or substance of a man. In the 
same way, when we speak of many things, mul- 
titude in this latter sense points to those things 
as being each undivided in itself. But number if 
taken as a species of quantity denotes an acci- 
dent added to being, as also does one which is 
the principle of that number. 

Therefore the numeral terms in God signify 
the things of which they are said, and beyond 
this they add negation only, as stated (oc. cit.), 
in which respect the Master was right (loc. cit.). 
50 when we say the essence is one, the term one 
signifies the essence undivided; and when we 
say the person is one, it signifies the person un- 
divided; and when we say the persons are many, 
we signify those persons, and their individual 
undividedness; for it is of the very notion of 
multitude that it should be composed of units. 

Reply Obj. 1. One, as it is a transcendental, is 
more general than substance and relation. And 
so likewise is multitude. Hence in God it may 
mean both substance and relation, according to 
the context. Still, the very signification of such 
names adds a negation of division, beyond sub- 
stance and relation, as was explained ahove. 

Reply 0b]. 2. Multitude, which denotes some- 
thing real in creatures, is a species of quantity, 
and cannot be used when speaking of God; un- 
like transcendental multitude, which adds only 
indivision to those of which it is predicated. 
Such a kind of multitude is applicable to God. 

Reply Obj. 3. One does not exclude multitude, 
but division, which logically precedes one or 
multitude. Multitude does not remove unity, 
but division from each of the individuals which 
compose the multitude. This was explained when 
we treated of the divine unity (Q. x1, A. 2, 
Ans. 4). 

It must be observed, nevertheless, that the 
authorities brought in on the opposite side do 
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not sufficiently prove the point advanced. Al- 
though the idea of solitude is excluded by plu- 
rality, and the plurality of gods by unity, it does 
not follow that these terms express this signifi- 
cation alone. For blackness is excluded by white- 
ness; yet nevertheless the term whiteness does 
not signify the mere exclusion of blackness. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether This Term “Person” Can 
Be Common to the Three Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that this term person cannot be 
common to the three persons. 

Objection 1. For nothing is common to the 
three persons but the essence. But this term per- 
son does not signify the essence directly. There- 
fore it is not common to all three. 

Obj. 2. Further, the common is the opposite 
to the incommunicable, But the very meaning 
of person is that it is incommunicable, as ap- 
pears from the definition given by Richard of 
St. Victor (Q. XXIXx, A. 3, Ans. 4). Therefore this 
term person is not common to all the three per- 
sons. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the name person is com- 
mon to the three, it is common either really or 
logically. But it is not so really; otherwise the 
three persons would be one person. Nor again is 
it so logically; otherwise person would be a uni- 
versal But in God there js neither universal nor 
particular, neither genus nor species, as we 
proved above (Q. 111, A. 5). Therefore this term 
person is not common to the three. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
vii, 4)! that when as ask, ‘“Three what?” we say, 
‘Three ,persons,” because what a person is, is 
common to them. 

I answer that, The very mode of expression 
itself shows that this term person is common to 
the three when we say three persons; for when 
we say three men we show that man is common 
to the three. Now it Is clear that this is not com- 
munity of a real thing, as if one essence were 
common tu the three; otherwise there would be 
only one person of the three, as also one essence. 

What is meant by such a community has been 
variously determined by those who have exam- 
ined the subject. Some? have called it a com- 
munity of negation, because the definition of 
person contains the word incommunicable. Oth- 
ers? thought it to be a community of intention, 
as the definition of person contains the word in- 
dividual; as we say that to be a species is com- 

1 PL 42, 940. 
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mon to horse and ox. Both of these explanations, 
however, are excluded by the fact that person is 
not a name of exclusion nor of intention, but 
the name of a reality. 

We must therefore say that even in human 
things this name person is common by a com- 
munity of notion not as genus or species, but as 
a vague individual thing. The names of genera 
and species, as man or animal, are given to sig- 
nify the common natures themselves, but not 
the intentions of those common natures, signi- 
fied by the terms genus or species. The vague 
individual thing, as “some man,” signifies the 
common nature with the determinate mode of 
being of singular things—that is, something self- 
subsisting distinct from others. Rut the name of 
a designated singular thing signifies that which 
distinguishes the determinate thing; as thename 
Socrates signifies this flesh and this bone. But 
there is this difference—that the term “some 
man” signifies the nature, or the individual on 
the part of its nature, with the mode of exist- 
ence of singular things, while this name person 
is not given to signify the individual on the 
part of the nature, but the subsistent reality in 
that nature. Now this is common in idea to the 
divine persons, that each of them subsists dis- 
tinctly from the others in the divine nature. 
Thus this name person is common in idea to the 
three divine persons. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument is founded on a 
real community. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although person is incommuni- 
cable, yet the mode itself of incommunicable ex- 
istence can be common to many. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although this community is 
logical and not real, yet it does not follow that 
in God there is universal or particular, or genus, 
or species; both because neither in human af- 
fairs is the community of person the same as 
community of genus or species, and because the 
divine persons have one being, whereas genus 
and species and every other universal are predi- 
cated of many which differ in being. 


QUESTION XXXI 
OF WHAT BELONGS TO THE UNITY 
OR PLURALITY IN GOD 
(In Four Articles) 


WE now consider what belongs to the unity or 
plurality in God, which gives rise to four points 
of inquiry: (1) Concerning the word Trinity. 
(2) Whether we can say that the Son is other 
than the Father? (3) Whether an exclusive 
term, which seems to exclude otherness, can be 


t78 
joined to an essential name in God? (4) Wheth- 
er it can be joined to a personal term? : 


Articie 1. Whether There Is Trinity in God? — 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
there is not trinity in God. 

Objection 1. For every name in God signifies 
substance or relation. But this name Trinity 
does not signify the substance; otherwise it 
would be predicated of each one of the persons. 
Nor does it signify relation, for it does not ex- 
press a name that refers to another. Therefore 
the word Trinity is not to be applied to God, 

Obj. 2. Further, this word trinity is a collec- 
tive term, since it signifies multitude. But such a 
word does not apply to God, since the unity of 
a collective name is the least of unities, while 
in God there exists the greatest possible unity. 
Therefore this word trinity does not apply to 
God. 

Obj. 3. Further, every triple is threefold. But 
in God there is no triplicity, since triplicity is a 
kind of inequality. Therefore neither is there 
trinity in God. 

Obj. 4. Further, all that exists in God exists 
in the unity of the divine essence, because God 
is His own essence. Therefore, if Trinity exists 
in God, it exists in the unity of the divine es- 
sence; and thus in God there would be three 
essential unities, which is heresy. 

Obj. 5. Yurther, in all that is said of God, the 
concrete is predicated of the abstract; for Deity 
is God and paternity is the Father. But the Trin- 
ity cannot be called triple; otherwise there 
would be nine realities in God, which is errone- 
ous. Therefore the word trinity is not to be ap- 
plied to God. 

On the contrary, Athanasius says :! “Unity in 
Trinity, and Trinity in Unity is to be revered.” 

I answer that, The name Trinity in God signi- 
fies the determinate number of persons. And so 
the plurality of persons in God requires that we 
should use the word trinity, because what is in- 
determinately signified by plurality is signified 
by trinity in a determinate manner. 

Reply O06}. 1. In its etymological sense, this 
word Trinity seems to signify the one essence of 
the three persons, according as trinity may mean 
trine-unity. But in the strict meaning of the 
term it rather signifies the number of persons of 
one essence. And on this account we cannot say 
that the Father is the Trinity, as He is not three 
persons. Yet it does not mean the relations 
themselves of the Persons, but rather the num- 
ber of persons related to each other. And hence 

1 Creed “Qteicumgue’’ (MA tI, 1355, DZ 39). 
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it is that the word in itself does not express re- 
gard to another. 

Reply Obj. 2. Two things are implied in a col- 
lective term, plurality of the supposita, and a 
unity of some kind, namely of some order. For 
people is a multitude of men comprehended un- 
der a certain order. In the first sense, this word 
trinity is like other collective words; but in the 
second sense it differs from them, because in the 
divine Trinity not only is there unity of order, 
but also with this there is unity of essence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Trinity is taken in an absolute 
sense, for it signifies the threefold number of 
persons. Triplicity signifies a proportion of in- 
equality; for it is a species of unequal propor- 
tion, according to Boéthius (Arithm. i, 23).' 
Therefore in God there is not triplicity, but 
Trinity. 

Reply Obj. 4. In the divine Trinity is to be 
understood both number and the persons num- 
bered. So when we say, ‘‘Trinity in Unity,” we 
do not place number in the unity of the essence, 
as if we meant three times one, but we place the 
Persons nuinbered in the unity of nature, just 
as the supposita of a nature are said to exist in 
that nature On the other hand, we say “Unity 
in Trinity,” meaning that the nature is in its 
supposita. 

Reply Obj. 5. When we say, “Trinity is tri- 
ple.” by reason of the number implied we sig- 
nify the multiplication of that number by itself, 
since the word triple imports a distinction in the 
supposita of which it is spoken. Therefore it 
cannot be said that the Trinity is triple; other- 
wise it follows that, if the Trinity be triple, there 
would be three supposita of the Trinity; as 
when we say, “God is triple,” it follows that 
there are three supposita of the Godhead. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Son Is Other Than the 
Father? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the Son is not other than the 
Father. 

Objection 1. For “other” is a relative term 
implying diversity of substance. If, then, the 
Son is other than the Father, He must be differ- 
ent from the Father, which is contrary to what 
Augustine says (De Trim. vii),? that when we 
speak of three persons, we do not mean to imply 
diversity. 

Obj. 2. Further, whosoever are other from one 
another, differ in some way from one another. 
Therefore, if the Son is other than the Father, it 
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follows that He differs from the Father, which 
is against what Ambrose says (De Fide i) ,* that 
“the Father and the Son are one in Godhead; 
nor is there any difference in substance between 
them, nor any diversity.” 

Obj. 3. Further, the term alien is taken from 
alius (other). But the Son is not alien from the 
Father, for Hilary says (De Trin. vii)‘ that in 
the divine persons “there is nothing diverse, 
nothing alien, nothing separable.” Therefore the 
Son is not other than the Father. 

Obj. 4. Further, the terms “other person” and 
“other thing” (alius et aliund) have the same 
meaning, differing only in gender. So if the Son 
is another person from the Father, it follows 
that the Son is a thing apart from the Father. 

On the contrary, Augustine says:° “There is 
one essence of the Father and Son and Holy 
Ghost, in which the Father is not one thing, the 
Son another, and the Holy Ghost another; al- 
though the Father is one person, the Son an- 
other, and the Holy Ghost another.” 

I answer that, Since as Jerome remarks.’ a 
“heresy arises from words wrongly used,” when 
we speak of the Trinity we must proceed with 
care and with befitting modesty; because, as 
Augustine says (Je Tri, i, 3),” “nowhere is er- 
ror more harmful, the quest more toilsome, the 
finding more fruitful.” Now, in treating of the 
Trinity we must beware of two opposite errors, 
and proceed cautiously between them---namely, 
the error of Arius,’ whe placed a Trinity of sub- 
stance with the Trinity of persons, and the error 
of Sabellius,? who placed unity of person with 
the unity of essence. 

Thus, to avoid the error of Arius we must 
shun the use of the terms diversity and differ- 
ence in God, lest we take away the unity of es- 
sence; we may, however, use the term “‘distinc- 
tion” on account of the relat’ve opposition. 
Hence, whenever we find terms of diversity or 
difference of Persons used in an authentic work, 
these terms of diversity or difference are taken 
to mean @istinction. But lest the simplicity and 
singleness of the divine essence be taken away, 
the terms “separation” and “division,” which 
belong to the parts of a whole, are to be avoided: 
and lest equality be taken away, we avoid the 
use of the term “‘disparity”’; and lest we remove 
likeness, we avoid the terms “alien” and “dis- 
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crepant.” For Ambrose says (De Fide, i)' that 
“in the Father and the Son there is no discrep- 
ancy, but one Godhead”; and according to Hil- 
ary, as quoted above, “in God there is nothing 
alien, nothing separable.” 

To avoid the heresy of Sabellius, we must 
shun the term “singularity,” lest we take away 
the communicability of the divine essence. 
Hence Hilary says (De Trin. vii) :? “It is sacri- 
lege to assert that the Father and the Son are 
separate in Godhead.” We must avoid the ad- 
jective “only” (anicz) lest we take away the 
number of persons. Hence Hilary says in the 
same book that we exclude from God “‘the idea 
of singularity or uniqueness. Nevertheless, we 
can say the only Son,” for in God there is no 
plurality of Sons. Yet, we do not say “the only 
God,” for Deity is common to many. We avoid 
the word ‘“‘confused” lest we take away from the 
Persons the order of their nature. Hence Am- 
brose says (loc. cit.) : “What is one is not con- 
fused; and there is no multiplicity where there 
is no difference.” The word “solitary” is also to 
be avoided, lest we take away the society of the 
three persons; for, as Hilary says (De Trin. 
iv), “We confess neither a solitary nor a di- 
verse God.” 

This word “other” (alius), however, in the 
masculine sense, means only a distinction of 
suppositum; and hence we can properly sav 
that “The Son is other than the Father,” be- 
cause He is another suppositum of the divine 
nature, as He is another person and another 
hypostasis. 

Reply Obj. 1. “Other,” being like the name of 
a particular thing, refers to the suppositum; 
and so, a distinct substance in the sense of hy- 
postasis or person suffices to its notion But di- 
versity requires a distinct substance in the sense 
of essence Thus we cannot say that the Son is 
diverse from the Father, although He is another, 

Reply Obj. 2. “Difference” implies distinc- 
tion of form. There is one form only in God, as 
appears from the text, Wo, when He was in the 
form of God (Phil. 2. 6). Therefore the term 
“difference” does not properly apply to God, as 
appears from the authority quoted. Yet, Damas- 
cene (De Fide Orthod. iii, 5)‘ employs the term 
difference in the divine persons as meaning that 
the relative property is signified by way of form, 
Hence he says that the “hypostases do not dif- 
fer from each other in substance, but according 
to determinate properties.” But “difference” is 
taken for “distinction,” as above stated. 
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Reply Obj, 3. The term “alien” means what 
is extraneous and dissimilar, which is not ex- 
pressed by the term ‘‘other” (alius); and there- 
fore we say that the Son is other than the 
Father, but not that He is anything alien. 

Reply Obj. 4. The neuter gender is formless; 
the masculine however is formed and distinct, 
and so is the feminine. So the common essence 
is properly and aptly expressed by the neuter 
gender, but by the masculine and feminine is 
expressed the determined subject in the com- 
mon nature. Hence also in human affairs, if we 
ask, Who is this man? we answer, Socrates, 
which is the name of the suppositum. But if 
we ask, What is he? we reply, A rational and 
mortal animal. So, because in God distinc- 
tion is by the persons and not by the essence, 
we say that the Father is other than the Son, 
but not something else; while conversely 
we say that they are one thing, but not one 
person. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Exclusive Word 
“Alone” Should Be Added to an Essential 
Term in God? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the exclusive word “alone” 
(solus) is not to be added to an essential term 
in God. 

Objection 1. For, according to the Philoso- 
pher? ‘He is alone who is not with another.” 
But God is with the angels and the souls of the 
saints. Therefore we cannot say that God is 
alone. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is joined to the es- 
sential term in God can be predicated of every 
person per se, and of all the persons together; 
for, as we can properly say that Ged is wise, we 
can say the Father is a wise God, and the Trin- 
ity is a wise God. But Augustine says (De Trin. 
vi, 9) :° “We must consider the opinion that the 
Father is not true God alone.” Therefore God 
cannot be said to be alone. 

Obj. 3. Further, if this expression “alone” is 
joined to an essential term. it would be so joined 
as regards either the personal predicate or the 
essential predicate. But it cannot be the former, 
as it is false to say, ‘‘God alone is Father,” since 
man also is a father; nor, again, can it be applied 
as regards the latter, for, if this saying were true, 
“God alone creates,” it would follow that “the 
Father alone creates,’ as whatever is said of 
God can be said of the Father: and it would be 
false, as the Son also creates. Therefore this ex- 
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pression “alone” cannot be joined to an essen- 
tial term in God. 

On the contrary, It is said, To the King of 
ages, immorial, invisible, the only God (1 Tim. 
1. 17). 

' IT answer that, This term “alone” can be taken 
as a categorematical term, or as a syncategore- 
matical term. A categorematical term is one 
which ascribes absolutely the thing signified to 
a given suppositum; as, for instance, white to 
man, as when we say a white man. If the term 
“alone” is taken in this sense, it cannot in any 
way be joined to any term in God; for it would 
mean solitude in the term to which it is Joined, 
and it would follow that God was solitary, 
against what is above stated (A. 2). A syncate- 
gorematical term imports the order of the predi- 
cate to the subject, as this expression ‘every 
one” or “no one”; and likewise the term 
“alone,” as excluding every other suppositum 
from the predicate. Thus, when we Say, ‘‘Socra- 
tes alone writes,” we do not mean that Socrates 
is solitary, but that he has no companion in 
writing, though many others may be with him. 
In this way nothing prevents the term “alone” 
being joined to any essential term in God, as ex- 
cluding the predicate from all things but God; 
as if we said, “God alone is eternal,” because 
nothing but God is eternal. 

Reply Obj 1. Although the angels and the 
souls of the saints are alwavs with God, never- 
theless, if plurality of persons did not exist in 
God He would be alone or solitary. lor solitude 
is not removed by association with anything 
that is extraneous in nature; thus anyone is said 
to be alone in a garden, though many plants and 
animals are with him in the garden. Likewise, 
God would be alone or solitary, though angels 
and men were with Him, supposing that many 
persons were not within Him. Therefore the so- 
ciety of angels and of souls does not take away 
absolute solitude from God; much less does it 
remove respective solitude, in reference to a 
predicate. 

Reply Obj. 2. This expression “alone,” prop- 
erly speaking, does not affect the predicate, 
which is taken formally, for it refers to the sup- 
positum, as excluding any other suppositum 
from the one to which it is joined. But the ad- 
verb “only,” being exclusive, can be applied 
either to subject or predicate. For we can say, 
“Only Socrates”——that is, no one else—“runs”; 
and “Socrates runs only”——that is, he does noth- 
ing else. Hence it is not properly said that the 
Father is God alone, or the Trinity is God alone, 
unless some implied meaning be assumed in the 
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predicate, as, for instance, ‘The Trinity is Ged 
Who alone is God.” In that sense it can be true 
to say that ‘‘the Father is that God who alone is 
God,” if the relative be referred to the predi- 
cate, and not to the suppositum. So, when Aug- 
ustine says that the Father is not God alone, 
but that the Trinity is God alone, he speaks in 
an expository manner, as he might explain the 
words, “To the King of ages, invisible, the only 
God,” as applying not to the Father, but to the 
Trinity alone, 

Reply Obj. 3. In both ways can the term 
“alone” be joined to an essential term. For this 
proposition, “God alone is Father,” can mean 
two things, because the word “Father” can sig- 
nify the person of the Father, and then it is true, 
for no man is that person; or it can signify the 
relation only, and thus it is false, because the re- 
lation of paternity is found also in others, 
though not in a univocal sense. Likewise it is 
true to say “God alone creates”; nor, does it 
follow. “therefore the Father alone creates,” be- 
cause, as logicians say, an exclusive diction so 
fixes the term to which it is joined that what 
is said exclusively of that term cannot be 
said exclusively of an individual contained in 
that term; for instance, from the premiss. 
“Man alone is a mortal rational animal,” we 
cannot conclude, “therefore Socrates alone is 
such.” 


ARTICLE 4. Whether an Exclusive Dictton Can 
Be Joined ta the Personal Term? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that an exclusive diction can be 
joined to the personal term, even though the 
predicate is common 

Objection 1. For our Lord speaking to the 
Father, said: That they may know Thee, the 
only true God (John 17. 3). Therefore the 
Father alone is true God. 

Obj. 2. Further, He said: No one knows the 
Son but the Father (Matt. 11. 27), which means 
that the Father alone knows the Son. But to 
know the Son is common (to the Persons). 
Therefore the same conclusion follows. 

Ob}. 3 Further, an exclusive diction does not 
exclude what enters into the understanding of 
the term to which it is joined. Hence it does not 
exclude the part, nor the universal; for it does 
not follow that if we say ‘Socrates alone is 
white,” that therefore “his hand is not white”’, 
or that ‘‘man is not white.”’ But one person is in 
the comprehension of another, as the Father is 
in the comprehension of the Son; and con- 
versely. Therefore, when we say, ‘“The Father 
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alone is God,” we do nat exclude the Son, nor 
the ‘Holy. Ghost. And'so such a mode of speak- 
ing is trué. 

Obj. 4. Further the Church. sings: “Thou 
alone art Most High, O Jesus Christ.”! 

On the contrary, This proposition ‘“The 
Father alone is God,” includes two assertions— 
namely, that the Father is God, and that no 
other besides the Father is God. But this sec- 
ond proposition is false, for the Son is another 
from the Father, and He is God. Therefore this 
is false, ‘The Father alone is God”; and the 
same of the like sayings, 

I answer that, When we say, “The Father 
alone is God,” such a proposition can be taken 
in several senses, If “alone” means solitude in 
the Father, it is false in a categorematical sense; 
but if taken in a syncategorematical sense it can 
again be understood in several ways. Tor if it 
exclude (all others) from the form of the sub- 
ject, it is true, the sense being “the Father alone 
is God”—that is, ““He who with no other is the 
Father, is God.” In this way Augustine expounds 
when he says (De Trin. vi, 7):7 “We say the 
Father alone not because He is separate from 
the Son or from the Holy Ghost but because 
they are not the Father together with Him.” 
This, however, is not the usual way of speaking. 
unless we understand another implication, as 
though we said “He who alone is called the 
Father is God.” But in the strict sense the exclu- 
sion affects the predicate. And thus the proposi- 
tion is false if it excludes another in the mascu- 
line sense, but true if it excludes it in the neuter 
sense. because the Son is another person than 
the Father, but not another thing; and the same 
applies to the Holy Ghost. But because this 
term “alone,” properly speaking, refers to the 
subject, as we have said (A. 3, Ans. 2), it tends 
to exclude another Person rather than other 
things. Hence such a way of speaking is not to 
be taken too literally, but it should be reverently 
expounded whenever we find it in an authentic 
work. 

Reply Obj. 1. When we say, “Thee the only 
true God.” we do not understand it as referring 
to the person of the Father, but to the whole 
Trinity, as Augustine expounds (De Trin. vi, 
9).3 Or, if understood of the person of the 
Father, the other persons are not excluded by 
reason of the unity of essence, in so far as the 
word ‘“‘only” excludes another thing, as above 
explained. 

1 From the Mass, Gloria in Excelsis. 


PL 42, 920. 
1 PL 42, 930. 
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., Lhe, same Reply,can be given to Obj, a. For 
an essential term applied to the Father does not 
exclude the Son or the Holy Ghost, by reason 
of the unity of essence. Hence we must under- 
stand that in the authority quoted the term ‘no 
one” (nemo) is not the same as “no man,” 
(nullus homo) which the word itself would 
seem to signify’ (for the person of the Father 
could not be expected), but is taken according 
to the usual way of speaking in a distributive 
sense, to mean any rational nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. The exclusive diction does nat 
exclude what enters into the understanding of 
the term to which it is adjoined if they do not 
differ in suppositum, as part and universal. But 
the Son differs in suppositum from the Father; 
and so there is no parity. 

Reply Obj. 4. We do not say absolutely that 
the Son alone is Most High, but that He alone 
is Most High “with the Holy Ghost, in the glory 
of God the Father.” 


QUESTION XXXII 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE DIVINE 
PERSONS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE proceed to inquire concerning the knowledge 
of the divine persons, and this involves four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the divine per- 
sons can be known by natural reason? (2) 
Whether notions are to be attributed to the 
divine persons? (3) The number of the notions? 
(4) Whether we may lawfully have various con- 
trary opinions of these notions? 


ARTICLE 1 Whether the Trinity of the Divine 
Persons Can Be Known by Natural Reason? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the trinity of the divine persons can 
be known by natural reason. 

Objection 1. For philosophers came to the 
knowledge of God not otherwise than by natural 
reason. Now we find that they said many things 
about the trinity of persons,® for Aristotle says® 
“Through this number’-——namely, three—‘we 
bring ourselves to acknowledge the greatness of 
one God, surpassing all things created.” And 
Augustine says:’ “I have read in their works, 
that is, in the books of the Platonists, not in 
so many words, but enforced by many and var- 
ious reasons, that in the beginning was the 


4 Nemo = non-homo, that is, no man. 

5 See DTC., art. “Platonisme des Péres.” (xt, 2322)» 
© Heavens, 1, 1 (268"13). 

7 Confessions, vil, 13 (PI. 32, 740). 
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Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God,” and so on, in which passage the 
distinction of persons is laid down. We read, 
moreover, in a gloss' on Rom. 1 and Exod. 8 
that the magicians of Pharaoh failed in the third 
sign—that is, as regards knowledge of a third 
person—that is, of the Holy Ghost—and thus 
it is clear that they knew at least two persons. 
Likewise Trismegistus says:* “The monad be- 
got a monad, and reflected upen itself its own 
ardour.” By these words the generation of the 
Son and the procession of the Holy Ghost seem 
to be indicated. Therefore knowledge of the 
divine persons can be obtained by natural rea- 
son. 

Obj. 2. Further, Richard of St. Victor says 
(De Trin. i. 4) 3 “I believe without doubt that 
probable and even necessary arguments can be 
found for any explanation of the truth.”’ So even 
to prove the Trinity of Persons some’ have 
brought forward a reason from the infinite good- 
ness of God, who communicates Himself in- 
finitely in the procession of the divine persons, 
while some® are moved by the consideration 
that “no good thing can be joyfully possessed 
without partnership.” Augustine proceeds (De 
Trin. IX, 4)® to prove the trinity of persons by 
the procession of the word and of love in our 
own mind, and we have followed him in this (a. 
XXVIT, AA. I, 3). Therefore the trinity of per- 
sons can be known by natural reason. 

Obj 3. Further, it seems to he superfluous to 
teach what cannot be known by natural reason. 
But it ought not to be said that the divine tradi- 
tion of the Trinity is superfluous. Therefore the 
trinity of persons can be known by natural rea- 
son. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. i). 
“Let not man think to reach the sacrament of 
generation by his own mind.” And Ambrose says 
(De Fide i, 10). “It is impossible to know the 
secret of gencration. The mind fails, the voice 
is silent.” But the trinity of the divine persons 


!Glossa ordin., on Exod. 8.19 (1, 140E); cf. Isidore, 
QOnaest in Vel. Test., Jn Exod., chap. 14, or 8.19 (PL 83, 
293); sec alsy Augustine, Episé., LV, chap. 16 (PL 33, 219). 

2 Pseudo Hermes Trismegistus, Liber viginti quattuor 
phil , prop. 1 (BK 3). 

*PL 106, 892. 

4Alexander of Hales, §.7., pt. 1, n. 295 (QR I, 414); 
Bonaventure, Itinerarium, chap. 6 (QR v, 310); cf. 
DTC, art. “Fils de Dieu” (v, 2405). 

§ Richard of St. Victor, De Trin., 11, 3 (PL 196, 917); 
cf, Alexander of Hales, S 7., pt. 1, n. 76 (QR 1, 122); also 
Bonaventure, Jn Sent., 1, d. ii, Q. 2 (QR 1, 53). 

6 PL 42, 963. 

7 PL 10, 58. 

8 PL 16, 566. 
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is distinguished by origin of generation and pro- 
cession (Q. XXX, A. 2). Since, therefore, man 
cannot know, and with his understanding grasp 
that for which no necessary reason can be given, 
it follows that the trinity of persons cannot be 
known by reason. 

I answer that, It is impossible to attain to 
the knowledge of the Trinity of divine Persons 
by natural reason. For, as above explained (a. 
XII, AA. 4, II, 12), man cannot obtain the 
knowledge of God by natural reason except from 
creatures. Now creatures lead us to the knowl- 
edge of God, as effects do to their cause. Ac- 
cordingly, by natural reason we can know of 
God that only which of necessity belongs to 
Him as the principle of all things, and we have 
cited this fundamental principle in treating of 
God as above (q. x11, A. 12). Now, the creative 
power of God is common to the whole Trinity, 
and hence it belongs to the unity of the essence, 
and not to the distinction of the persons. There- 
fore, by natural reason we can know what be- 
longs to the unity of the essence, but not what 
belongs to the distinction of the Persons. Who- 
ever, then, tries to prove the Trinity of Persons 
by natural reason detracts from faith in two 
ways. First. as regards the dignity of faith it- 
self, which consists in its being concerned with 
invisible things. that exceed human reason; 
hence the Apostle says that faith is of things 
that appear not (Heb. 11 1), and the same 
Apostle savs also. We speak wisdom among the 
perfect, but not the wisdom of this world, nor 
of the princes of this world; but we speak the 
wisdom of God ina mystery which is hidden (1 
Cor. 2. 6, 7). Secondly, as regards the utility of 
drawing others to the faith For when anyone in 
the endeavour to prove the faith brings forward 
reasons which are not cogent. he falls under the 
ridicule of the unbelievers, since they suppose 
that we stand upon such reasons, and tiat we 
believe on such grounds. 

Therefore, we must not attempt to prove what 
is of faith except by authority alone. to those 
who receive the authority; and as regards others 
it suffices fo prove that what faith teaches is not 
impossible. Hence it is said by Dionysius (Div. 
Nom. ii):* “Whoever wholly resists the word, 
is far off from our philosophy; but if he regards 
the truth of the word—that is, the sacred word, 
we too follow this rule.” 

Reply Obj. 1. The philosophers did not know 
the mystery of the Trinity of the Divine Per- 
sons hy its proper attributes, such as paternity, 
sonship, and procession, according to the 

® PG 3, 640. 
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Apostle’s words, We speak the wisdom of God 
which none of the princes of the world knew (I 
Cor. 2. 6)—that is, the philosophers, according 
to the Gloss.! Nevertheless, they knew some of 
the essential attributes appropriated to the per- 
sons, as power to the Father, wisdom to the Son, 
goodness to the Holy Ghost, as will later on ap- 
pear (Q. XXxIXx, A. 7). So. when Aristotle said, 
“By this number,” etc., we must not take it as 
if he affirmed a threefold number in God, but 
that he wished to say that the ancients used the 
threefold number in their sacrifices and prayers 
on account of some perfection residing in the 
number three. In the Platonic books? also we 
find, /n the beginning was the word, not as 
meaning the Person begotten in God, but as 
meaning the ideal type whereby God made all 
things, and which is appropriated to the Son. 
And although they knew these were appro- 
priated to the three persons, yet they are said to 
have failed in the third sign—that is, in the 
knowledge of the third person, because they 
deviated from the goodness appropriated to the 
Holy Ghost, in that knowing God they did net 
glorify Him as God (Rom. 1); or, because the 
Platonists asserted the existence of one Primal 
Being whom they also declared to be the 
“Father” of the universe? they consequently 
maintained the existence of another substance 
beneath him, which they called “mind’” or the 
“paternal intellect,” containing the idea of all 
things, as Macrobius relates (Som. Scrip.).® 
They did not, however, assert the existence of 
a third separate substance which might corres- 
pond to the Holy Ghost. So also we do not assert 
that the Father and the Son differ in substance, 
which was the error of Origen and Arius, who in 
this followed the Platonists.’ When Trismegistus 
says, “Monad begot monad,’ ectc.. this does 
not refer to the generation of the Son, or to 
the procession of the Holy Ghost, but to the 
production of the world. For one God pro- 
duced one world by reason of His love for 
Himself, 

Reply Obj. 2, Reason may be employed in 
two ways to establish a point: first for the 
purpose of furnishing sufficient proof of some 
principle, as in natural science, where sufficient 


1Glossa Interl., (v1, 36r); Glossa Lombardi (PL 191, 
1548). 

2 See Augustine, Confessions, vit, 13 (PL 32, 740). 

8 Macrobius, Jn Somn. Scipion., 1,14 (DD 4sb). 

4 {bid., 1,2 (DD 12b). 

6 Not in Macrobius; see Albert the Great, Meéa., 1, 4, 12 
(BO vt, 82): De Quindecim Problem., 1 (MD 384). 

® Bk. 1, chap. 2 (DD 12b); chap. 5 (DD 21a). 

7 See Jerome, Zpist., LXXxI1V, 1 (PL 22, 746). 
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proof can be brought to show that the move- 
ment of the heavens is always of uniform veloc- 
ity. Reason is employed in another way, not as 
furnishing a sufficient proof of a principle, but 
as confirming an already established principle, 
by showing the congruity of its results, as in 
astrology the theory of eccentrics and epicycles 
is considered as established because thereby the 
sensible appearances of the heavenly move- 
ments can be explained; not, however, as if this 
reason were sufficient, since some other theory 
might explain them. In the first way we can 
prove that God is one, and the like. In the sec- 
ond way, reasons avail to prove the Trinity; 
because, that is, when assumed to be true, such 
reasons confirm it. We must not, however, think 
that the trinity of persons is adequately proved 
by such reasons, This becomes evident when we 
consider each point, for the infinite goodness of 
God is manifested also in creation, because to 
produce from nothing is an act of infinite power. 
For if God communicates Himself by His in- 
finite goodness, it is not necessary that an in- 
finite effect should proceed from God, but that 
according to its own mode it should receive the 
divine goodness. Likewise, when it is said that 
joyous possession of good requires partnership, 
this holds in the case of one not having perfect 
goodness; hence jt needs to share some other’s 
good, in order to have the goodness of complete 
happiness. Nor is the likeness of our intellect 
an adequate proof in the case of God, since the 
intellect is not in God, and ourselves univocally. 
Hence, Augustine says (Tract. xxv1, in Joan)® 
that by faith we arrive at knowledge, and not 
conversely. 

Reply Obj. 3. There are two reasons why the 
knowledge of the divine persons was necessary 
for us. It was necessary for the right opinion of 
creation. The fact of saying that God made all 
things by His Word excludes the error of those 
who say that God produced things by necessity. 
When we say that in Him there ts a procession 
of love, we show that God produced creatures 
not because He needed them, nor because of 
any other extrinsic reason, but on account of 
the love of His own goodness. So Moses, (Gen. 
I. 1, 3,4), when he had said. /n the beginning 
God created heaven and earth, added, God said, 
Let there be ight, to manifest the divine Word; 
and then said, God saw the light that it was 
good, to show the proof of the divine love. The 
same is also found in the other works of crea- 
tion. In another way, and chiefly, that we may 
think rightly concerning the salvation of the 

8 PL 35, 1618. 
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human race, accomplished by the Incarnate 
Son, and by the gift of the Holy Ghost. 


Articir 2. Whether There Are Notions in God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that in God there are no notions. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i) :! “We must not dare to say anything of God 
but what is taught to us by the Holy Scripture.” 
But Holy Scripture does not say anything con- 
cerning notions. Therefore there are none in 
God. 

Obj. 2. Further, all that exists in God con- 
cerns the unity of the essence or the trinity of 
the persons. But the notions do not concern the 
unity of the essence, nor the trinity of the per- 
sons, for neither can what belongs to the es- 
sence be predicated of the notions; for instance, 
we do not say that paternity is wise or creates. 
Nor can what belongs to the persons be so pred- 
icated; for example, we do not say that pater- 
nity begets, nor that sonship is begotten. There- 
fore there do not exist notions in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, we are not to presuppose any 
abstract notions as principles of knowing simple 
things, for they are known of themselves. But 
the divine persons are supremely simple. There- 
fore we are not to suppose any notions in God. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. iii, 5):* ““We recognize difference of 
hypostases that is, of persons, in the three prop- 
erties; i.e., in the paternal, the filial, and the pro- 
cessional.” Therefore we must admit properties 
and notions in God. 

I answer that, Prepositinus, considering the 
simplicity of the persons, said’ that in God there 
were no properties or notions, and wherever 
they were mentioned, he propounded the ab- 
stract for the concrete. For as we are accus- 
tomed to say, “I beseech your kindness”—that 
is, you who are kind—so when we speak of 
paternity in God, we mean God the Father. 

But, as was shown above (Q. III, A. 3, ANS IT; 
Q. XIII, A. 1, Ans. 2), the use of concrete and ab- 
stract names in God is not in any way against 
the divine simplicity, since we always name a 
thing as we understand it. Now, our intellect 
cannot attain to the absolute simplicity of the 
divine essence considered in itself, and there- 
fore, our human intellect apprehends and names 
divine things according to its own mode, that is 
in so far as they are found in sensible things 
from which its knowledge is derived. In these 
things we use abstract terms to signify simple 


1 Sect. 1, 2 (PG 3, 588). 2 PG 94, 1000. 
4 Summa (fol. 67rb). 
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forms, and ‘to signify subsistent things we use 
concrete terms. Hence also we signify divine 
things, as above stated, (/oc. cit.), by abstract 
names, to express their simplicity; but, to ex- 
press their subsistence and completeness, we 
use concrete names. 

But not only must essential names be signified 
in the abstract and in the concrete, as when we 
say Deity and God, or wisdom and wise, but the 
same applies to the personal names, so that we 
may say paternity and Father. 

Two chief motives for this can be cited. The 
first arises from the obstinacy of heretics. For 
since we confess the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost to be one God and three persons, to 
those who ask: ““Whereby are They one God? 
and whereby are they three persons?” as we 
answer that they are one in essence or deity, 
so there must also be some abstract terms 
whereby we may answer that the persons are 
distinguished; and these are the properties or 
notions signified by an abstract term, as pater- 
nity and sonship. Therefore the divine essence 
is signified as ‘‘What”, and the person as “Who”, 
and the property as ‘“Whereby.”’ 

The second motive is because one person in 
God Is related to two Persons—namely, the per- 
son of the Father to the person of the Son and 
to the person of the Holy Ghost. This is not, 
however, by one relation; otherwise it would 
follow that the Son also and the Holy Ghost 
would he related to the Father by one and the 
same relation. Thus, since relation alone multi- 
plies the Trinity, it would follow that the Son 
and the Holy Ghost would not be two persons. 
Nor can it be said with Prepositinus that as God 
is related in one way to creatures, while crea- 
tures are related to Him in divers ways, so the 
Father is related by one relation to the Son and 
to the Holy Ghost, but these two nersons are re- 
lated to the Father by two relations. For, since 
the specific idea of a relation is that it refers to 
another, it must be said that two relations are 
not specifically different if but one opposite re- 
lation corresponds to them. For the relation of 
lord and father must differ according to the dif- 
ference of sonship and servitude Now, all crea- 
tures are related to God as His creatures by one 
specific relation. But the Son and the Holy 
Ghost are not related to the Father by one and 
the same kind of relation. Hence there is no 
parity. | 

Further, in God there is no need to admit any 
real relation to the creature (Q. XXVIII, A. I, 
Ans. 3), while there is no reason against our ad- 
mitting in God many logical relations. But in 
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the Father there must be a real relation to the 
Son and to the Holy Ghost. Hence, correspond- 
ing to the two relations of the Son and of the 
Holy Ghost, whereby they are related to the 
Father, we must understand two relations in the 
Father, whereby He is related to the Son and to 
the Holy Ghost. Hence, since there is only one 
Person of the Father, it is necessary that the re- 
lations should be separately signified in the ab- 
stract: and these are what we mean by proper- 
ties and notions. 

Reply O67. 1. Although the notions are not 
mentioned in Holy Scripture, yet the persons 
are mentioned, comprising the idea of notions, 
as the abstract is contained in the concrete. 

Reply Obj. 2. In God the notions have their 
significance not after the manner of realities, 
but by way of certain ideas whereby the persons 
are known, although in God these notions or re- 
Jations are real, as stated above (Q. XXxVIM, A. 
1) Therefore whatever has order to any essen- 
tial or personal act cannot be applied to the no- 
tions, since this is against their mode of signifi- 
cation. Hence we cannot say that paternity be- 
gets, or creates, or is wise, or is intelligent. The 
essentials, however, which are not ordered to 
any act, but simply remove created conditions 
from God, can be predicated of the notions; for 
we can say that paternity is eternal, or im- 
mense, or such like. So also on account of the 
real identity, substantive terms. whether per- 
sonal or essential, can be predicated of the no- 
tions; for we can say that paternity is God, and 
that paternity is the Father. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the persons are sim- 
ple, still without prejudice to their simplicity, 
the proper ideas of the persons can be abstractly 
signified, as above explained. 


ARTICLE 3 Whether There Are Five Notions? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there are not five notions. 

Objection 1. For the notions proper to the per- 
sons are the relations whereby they are dis- 
tinguished from each other. But the relations in 
God are only four (Q. xxviii, A. 4). Therefore 
the notions are only four in number. 

Obj. 2. Further, as there is only one essence 
in God, He is called one God, and because in 
Him there are three persons, He is called the 
Triune God. Therefore, if in God there are five 
notions, He may be called quinary; which can- 
not be allowed. 

Obj. 3. Further, 1f there are five notions for 
the three persons in God, there must be in some 
one person two or more notions, as in the Person 
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of the Father there is innascibility and paterni- 
ty, and common spiration. Either these threé 
notions really differ, or not. If they really differ, 
it follows that.the person of the Father is com- 
posed of several things. But.if they differ only 
logically, it follows that one of them can be 
predicated of another. so that we can say that as 
the divine goodness is the same as the divine 
wisdom by reason of the common reality, so 
common spiration is paternity, which is not to 
be admitted. Therefore there are not five no- 
tions. 

Obj. 4. On the contrary, It seems that there 
are more, because, as the Father is from no one, 
and from this is derived the notion of innasci- 
bility, so from the Holy Ghost no other person 
proceeds. And in this respect there ought to bea 
sixth notion. 

Obj. 5. Further, as the Father and the Son 
are the common origin of the Holy Ghost, so it 
is common to the Son and the Holy Ghost to 
proceed from the Father. Therefore as one no- 
tion is common to the Father and the Son, so 
there ought to be one notion common to the 
Son and to the Holy Ghost. 

I answer that, A notion is the proper idea 
whereby we know a divine Person. Now the di- 
vine persons are multiplied by reason of their 
origin; and origin includes the idea of someone 
from whom another comes, and of someone that 
comes from another, and by these two modes a 
person can be known. Therefore the Person of 
the Father cannot be known by the fact that He 
is from another but by the fact that He Is from 
no one; and thus the notion that belongs to Him 
is called innascibility. As the source of another, 
He can be known in two ways, because as the 
Son is from Him, the Father is known by the 
notion of paternity; and as the Holy Ghost is 
from Him, He is known by the notion of com- 
mon spiration. The Son can be known as he- 
gotten by another, and thus He is known by son- 
ship; and also by another person proceeding 
from Him, the Holy Ghost, and thus He is 
known in the same way as the Father is known, 
by common spiration. The Holy Ghost can be 
known by the fact that He is from another, of 
from others; thus He is known by procession, 
but not by the fact that another is from Him, as 
no divine Person proceeds from Him. 

Therefore there are Five notions in God: in- 
nascibility, paternity, sonship, common spira- 
tion, and procession. Of these only four are re- 
lations, for innascibility is not a relation, except 
by reduction, as will appear later (Q. xxxtI, A. 
4, Ans. 3). Four only are properties. For com- 
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mon spiration is not a property, because it be- 
longs to two persons. Three are personal no- 
tions—that is, constituting persons, paternity, 
sonship, and procession. Common spiration and 
innascibility are called notions of Persons, but 
not personal notions, as we shall explain further 
on (Q. XL, A. I, ANS. I). 

Reply Obj. 1. Besides the four relations, an- 
other notion must be admitted, as above ex- 
plained. 

Reply Obj. 2. The divine essence is signified 
as a reality, and likewise the persons are signi- 
fied as realities; but the notions are signified as 
ideas making the persons known. Therefore, al- 
though God is one by unity of essence, and 
triune by trinity of persons, nevertheless He is 
not quinary by the five notions. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since the real plurality in God 
is founded only on relative opposition, the sev- 
eral properties of one Person, as they are not 
relatively opposed to each other, do not really 
differ. Nor again are they predicated of each 
other, because they are different ideas of the 
persons; just as we do not say that the attribute 
of power is the attribute of knowledge, although 
we do say that knowledge is power. 

Reply Obj. 4. Since Person implies dignity, as 
stated above (a. XIx, A. 3), we cannot derive a 
notion of the Holy Spirit from the fact that no 
person is from Him. For this does not belong to 
His dignity, as it belongs to the authority of 
the Father that He is from no onc. 

Reply Obj. 5. The Son and the Holy Ghost do 
not agree in one special mode of existence de- 
rived from the Father, as the Father and the 
Son agree in one special mode of producing the 
Holy Ghost. But the principle on which a notion 
is based must be something special; thus no 
parity of reasoning exists. 


ArTICLe 4. Whether It is Lawful To Have Vari- 
ous Contrary Opinions of Notions? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that it is not lawful to have various 
contrary opinions of the notions: 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. i, 
3):! “No error is more dangerous” than any as 
regards the Trinity, to which mystery the no- 
tions assuredly belong. But contrary upinions 
must be in some way erroneous. Therefore it is 
not right to have contrary opinions of the no- 
tions. 

Obj. 2. Further, the persons are known by the 
notions as we have said (AA. 2, 3). But no con- 
trary opinion concerning the persons is to be 
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allowed. Therefore neither can there be about 
the notions. 

On the contrary, The notions are not articles 
of faith. Therefore different opinions of the no- 
tions are permissible. 

1 answer that, Anything is of faith in two 
ways: directly, where any truth comes to us 
principally as divinely delivered, as the trinity 
and unity of God, the Incarnation of the Son, 
and the like; and concerning these truths a false 
opinion of itself involves heresy, especially if it 
be held obstinately. A thing is of faith indirectly 
if the denial of it involves as a consequence 
something against faith; as for instance if any- 
one said that Samuel was not the son of Elcana, 
for it follows that the divine Scripture would be 
false. Concerning such things anyone may have 
a false opinion without danger of heresy before 
the matter has been considered or settled as in- 
volving consequences against faith, and particu- 
larly if no obstinacy be shown; but when it is 
manifest, and especially if the Church has de- 
cided that consequences follow against faith, 
then the error cannot be free from heresy. For 
this reason many things arenow considered as he- 
retical which were formerly not so considered 
as their conscguences are now more manifest. 

So we must decide that anyone may entertain 
contrary opinions about the notions if he does 
not mean to uphold anything at variance with 
faith. 1f, however, anyone should entertain a 
false opinion of the notions, thinking that con- 
sequences against the faith would follow, he 
would slip into heresy. 

By what has been said all the objections may 
be solved. 


QUESTION XXXII 
OF THE PERSON OF THE FATHER 
(In Four Articles) 


WE now consider the persons singly; and first, 
the Person of the Father, concerning Whom 
there are {yur points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
the Father is the Principle? (2) Whether the 
Person of the Father is properly signified by this 
name “Father”? (3) Whether “Father” in God 
is said personally before it is said essentially? 
(4) Whether it belongs to the Father alone to 
be unbegotten? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether It Belongs to the Father To 
Be the Principle? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the Father cannot be called the prin- 
ciple of the Son, or of the Holy Ghost. 
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Objection 1. For principle and cause are the 
same, according to the Philosopher.’ But we do 
not say that the Father is the cause of the Son. 
Therefore we must not say that He is the princi- 
ple of the Son. 

Obj. 2. Further, a principle is so called in re- 
lation to the thing principled. So if the Father is 
the principle of the Son, it follows that tbe Son 
is a person principled, and is therefore created; 
which appears false. 

Obj. 3. Further, the word principle is taken 
from priority, But in God “there is no before 
and after,” as Athanasius says.? Therefore in 
speaking of God we ought not to use the term 
principle. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 
20),° “The Father is the Principle of the whole 
Deity.” 

I answer that, The word “principle” signifies 
only that from which another proceeds: For 
anything from which something proceeds in any 
way we Call a principle, and conversely. As the 
Father then is the one from which another pro- 
ceeds, it follows that the Father is a principle. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Greeks use the words cause 
and principle indifferently, when speaking of 
God, but the Latin Doctors do not use the word 
cause, but only principle. The reason is because 
principle is a wider term than cause, just as 
cause is more common than element. For the 
first term of a thing, as also the first part, is 
called the principle, but not the cause. Now the 
wider a term is, the more suitable it is to use as 
regards God (q. xm, A. 11), because the more 
special terms are the more they determine the 
mode adapted to the creature. Hence this term 
cause seems to mean diversity of substance, and 
dependence of one from another, which is not 
implied in the word principle. For in all kinds of 
causes there is always to be found between the 
cause and the effect a distance of perfection or 
of power, whereas we use the term principle 
even in things which have no such difference, 
but have only a certain order to each other; as 
when we say that a point is the principle of a 
line, or also when we say that the fore part of a 
line is the principle of a line. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is the custom with the Greeks 
to say that the Son and the Holy Ghost are prin- 
cipled. This is not, however, the custom with 
our Doctors because, although we attribute to 
the Father something of authority by reason of 
His being the principle, still we do not attribute 
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any kind of subjection or inferiority to the Son, 
or to the Holy Ghost, to avoid any occasion of 
error. In this way, Hilary says (De Trin. ix) :4 
“By authority of the Giver, the Father is the 
greater; nevertheless the Son is not less to 
Whom oneness of being is given.” 

Reply Obj. 3. Although this word principle, 
as regards its derivation, seems to be taken from 
priority, still it does not signify priority, but 
origin. For what a term signifies, and the reason 
why it was imposed, are not the same thing, as 
stated above (Q. XIII, A. 2, ANS. 2; A. 8). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether This Name “Father” Is 
Properly the Name of a Divine Person? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that this name “Father” is not prop- 
erly the name of a divine person. 

Objection 1. For the name Father signifies re- 
lation. Moreover person is an individual sub- 
stance. Therefore this name Father is not prop- 
erly a name signifying a Person. 

Obj. 2. Further, a begetter is more common 
than father, for every father begets; but it is 
not so conversely. But a more common term is 
more properly applied to God, as stated above 
(Q. xt, A. 11). Therefore the more proper 
name of the divine person is begetter and genitor 
than Father. 

Obj. 3. Further, a metaphorical term cannot 
be the proper name of anyone. But the word is 
by us metaphorically called begotten, or off- 
spring; and consequently, he to whom the word 
applies is metaphorically called father. There- 
fore the principle of the Word in God is not 
properly called Father. 

Obj. 4. Further, everything which is said prop- 
erly of God is said of God first before creatures. 
Bul generation appears to apply to creatures be- 
fore God, because generation seems to be truer 
when the one who proceeds is distinct from the 
one from whom it proceeds, not only by rela- 
tion but also by essence. Therefore the name 
Father taken from generation does not seem to 
be the proper name of any divine person. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 88 27): He 
shall cry out to me: Thou art my Father. 

I answer that, The proper name of any person 
signifies that whereby the person is distinguished 
from all other persons. For as body and soul be- 
long to the notion of man, so to the comprehen- 
sion of this particular man belong “this soul and 
this body” as it is stated in the Metaphysics 3° 
and by these is this man distinguished from all 
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other men. Now it is paternity whiclr distin- 
guishes the person of the Father from all the 
other persons. Hence this name Father, where- 
‘by paternity is signified, is the proper name of 
the person of the Father. 

Reply Obj. 1. Among us relation is not a sub- 
sisting person. So this name father among us 
does not signify a person, but the relation of a 
person. In God, however, it is not so, as some 
wrongly thought, for in God the relation signi- 
fied by the name Father is a subsisting person. 
Hence, as above explained (Q. KxIX, A. 4), this 
name person in God signifies a relation subsist- 
ing in the divine nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. According to the Philosopher! a 
thing is denominated chiefly by its perfection, 
and by its end. Now generation signifies some- 
thing in process of being made, while paternity 
signifies the complement of generation; and 
therefore the name Father is more expressive as 
regards the divine person than genitor or be- 
getter. 

Reply Obj. 3. In human nature the word is 
not a subsistence, and hence is not properly 
called begotten or son. But the divine Word 
is something subsistent in the divine nature, 
and hence He is properly and not metaphori- 
cally called Son, and His principle is called 
Father. 

Reply Obj. 4. The terms generation and pa- 
ternity, like the other terms properly applied to 
God, are said of God before creatures as regards 
the thing signified, but not as regards the mode 
of signification. Hence also the Apostle says, / 
bend my knee to the Father of my Lord Jesus 
Christ, from whom all paternity in heaven and 
on earth is named (Eph. 3.14). This is explained 
thus. It is manifest that generation receives its 
species from the term which is the form of the 
thing generated; and the nearer it is to the form 
of the generator, the truer and more perfect is 
the generation, just as univocal generation is 
more perfect than non-univocal, for it belongs 
to the essence of a generator to generate what is 
like itself in form. Hence the very fact that in 
the divine generation the form of the Begetter 
and Begotten is numcrically the same, while in 
creatures it is not numerically, but only speci- 
fically, the same, shows that gencration, and 
consequently paternity, is applied to God 
before creatures. Hence the very fact that 
in God a distinction exists of the Begotten 
from the Begetter as regards relation only be- 
longs to the truth of the divine generation and 
paternity. 

1 Soul, 11, 4 (41623). 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether This Name “Father” Is Ap- 
plied to God, Firstly As a Personal Name? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that this name Father is not applied 
to God firstly as aypersonal name. 

Objection 1. For in the intellect the common 
precedes the proper. But this name Father as a 
personal name is proper to the person of the 
Father; and taken in an essential sense it is com- 
mon to the whole Trinity, for we say “Our 
Father” to the whole Trinity. Therefore Father 
comes first as an essential name before its per- 
sonal sense. 

Obj 2. Further, in things of which the notion 
is the same there is no predication of before and 
after. But paternity and sonship seem to be of 
the same nature, according as a divine person is 
Father of the Son, and the whole Trinity is our 
Father, or the creature’s; since, according to 
Basil (Hom. xv, De Fide),? “to receive is com- 
mon to the creature and to the Son.” Therefore 
“Father” in God is not taken as an essential name 
before it is taken personally. 

Obj. 3 Further, it is not possible to compare 
things which have not a common notion. But the 
Son is compared to the creature by reason of 
sonship or generation, according to Col. 1. 15: 
Who is the image of the invistble God, the first- 
born of every creature. Therefore paternity 
taken in a personal sense is not prior to, but has 
the same notion as, paternity taken essentially. 

On the contrary, The eternal comes before 
the temporal, But God is the Father of the Son 
from eternity, while He is Father of the creature 
in time., Therefore paternity in God is taken in 
a personal sense as regards the Son before it is 
so taken as regards the creature. 

I answer that, A name is applied to that 
wherein is perfectly contained its hole meaning 
before it Is apphed to that which only partially 
contains it; for the latter bears the name by rea- 
son of a kind of likeness to that which answers 
perfectly ‘v the meaning of the name, since all 
imperfect things are taken from perfect things. 
Hence this name lion is applied first to the ani- 
mal containing the whole nature of a lion, and 
which is properly so called, before it is applied 
to a man who shows something of a lion’s na- 
ture, as boldness, or strength, or the like, and of 
whom it is said by way of likeness. 

Now it is manifest from the foregoing (a0. 
XXVII, A. 2; XXVIII, A. 4), that the perfect idea 
of paternity and filiation is to be found in God 
the Father and in God the Son, because one is 
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the nature and glory of the Father and the Son. 
But in the creature, sonship is found in relation 
to God not ina perfect manner, since the Cre- 
ator and the creature have not the one nature, 
but by way of a certain likeness, which is the 
more perfect the nearer we approach to the true 
idea of sonship. For God is called the Father of 
some creatures by reason only of a trace, for in- 
stance of irrational creatures, according to Job 
33. 28: Who is the father of the rain? or wha 
begot the drops of dew? Of some, namely, the 
rational creature (He is the Father), by reason 
of the likeness of image, according to Deut. 
32.6: Js He not thy Father, who possessed, and 
made, and created thee? And of others He is the 
Father by likeness of grace, and these are also 
called adoptive sons. as ordained to the heritage 
of eternal glory by the gift of grace which they 
have received, according to Rom. 8. 16,17: The 
Spirit Himself gives testimony to our spirit that 
we are the sons of God; and if sons, hetrs also. 
Lastly, He is the Father of others by likeness of 
glory, because they have obtained possession of 
the heritage of glory, according to Rom. 5. 2: 
We glory in the hope of the glory of the sons of 
God. Therefore it is plain that “paternity” is ap- 
plied to God first, as expressing the relation of 
one Person to another Person, before it ex- 
presses the relation of God to creatures. 

Reply Obj. 1. Common terms taken absolute- 
ly, in the order of our intellect, come before 
proper terms because they are included in the 
understanding of proper terms, but not con- 
versely. For in the comprehension of the person 
of the Father, God is understood, but not con- 
versely, But common terms which express rela- 
tion to the creature come after proper terms 
which express personal relations, because the 
person proceeding in God proceeds as the princi- 
ple of the production of creatures. For as the 
word conceived in the mind of the artist is first 
understood to proceed from the artist before the 
thing made, which is produced in likeness to the 
word conceived in the mind, so the Son proceeds 
from the Father before the creature, to which 
the name of sonship is applied as it participates 
in the likeness of the Son, as is clear from the 
words of Rom. 8. 29: Whom He foreknew and 
predestined to be made conformable to the 
image of His Son. 

Reply Obj. 2. “To receive” is said to be com- 
mon to the creature and to the Son not in a uni- 
vocal sense but according to a certain remote 
likeness whereby He is called the First Born of 
creatures. Hence the authority quoted adds: 
That He may be the First Born among many 
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bretkren (Rom. 8. 29), after saying that. some 
were conformed ta the image of the Son af God. 
But the Son of God naturally possesses a posi- 
tion of singularity above others, in having by 
nature what He receives, as Basil also declares 
(ibid.); hence He is called the only begotten 
(John 1. 18): The only begotten Who ts in the 
bosom of the Father, He hath declared unto us. 
From this appears the Reply to Obj. 3. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether It Is Proper to the Father 
To Be Unbegotten? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that it is not proper to ihe naines to 
be unbegotten. 

Objection 1. For every ee supposes 
something in that of which it is the property. 
But “unbegotten” supposes nothing in the 
Father; it only removes something. Therefore 
it does not signify a property of the Father. 

Obj, 2. Further, “Unbegotten” is taken either 
in a privative, or in a negative, sense. If in a 
negative sense, then whatever is not begotten 
can be called unbegotten. But the Holy Ghost is 
not begotten; neither is the divine essence. 
Therefore to be unbegotten belongs also to 
them; thus it is not proper to the Father. But if 
it be taken in a privative sense, since every pri- 
vation signifies imperfection in the thing which 
is the subject of privation, it follows that the 
Person of the Father is imperfect, which cannot 
be. 

Obj 3. Further, in God, “unbegotten” does not 
signify relate: for it is not used relatively. 
Therefore it signifies substance. Therefore un- 
begotten and begotten differ in substance. But 
the Son, Who is begotten, does not differ from 
the Father in substance. Therefore the Father 
ought not to be called unbegotten. 

Obj. 4. Further, property means what belongs 
to one alone. Since, then, there are more than 
one in God proceeding from another, there is 
nothing to prevent several not receiving their 
being from another. Therefore the Father is not 
alone unbegotten. 

Obj. 5. Further, as the Father is the principle 
of the person begotten, so is He of the person 
proceeding. So if by reason of His opposition to 
the person begotten it is proper to the Father to 
be unbegotten, it follows that it is proper to 
Him also to be unproceeding. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): 
“One is from one—that is, the Begotten is from 
the Unbegotten—namely, by the property in 
eachone respectively of innascibility and origin,’ 
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I answer that, As in creatures there exist a 
first and a secondary principle, so also in the di- 
vine Persons, in Whom there is no before or 
after, is found the principle not from a principle, 
Who is the Father; and the principle from a 
principle, Who is the Son. 

Now in things created a first principle is 
known in two ways. In one way as the first prin- 
ciple by reason of its having a relation to what 
proceeds from itself; in another way, because it 
is a first principle by reason of its not being from 
another. Thus therefore the Father is known 
both by paternity and by common spiration in 
relation to the persons proceeding from Him- 
self. But as the principle not from a principle 
He is known by the fact that He is not from an- 
other, and this belongs to the property of in- 
nascibility, signified by this word “unbegotten.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Therearesomewhosay' that in- 
nascibility, signified by the word “unbegotten,” 
as a property of the Father is not a negative 
term only, but either that it means both these 
things together—namely, that the Father “is 
from no one, and that He is the principle of 
others”; or that it means “universal authority,” 
or also “His plenitude as the source of all.” 
This, however, does not seem true, because thus 
innascibility would not be a property distinct 
from paternity and spiration but would include 
them as the proper is included in the common. 
For source and authority signify in God nothing 
but the principle of origin. We must therefore 
say with Augustine (De Trin. v, 7)? that unbe- 
gotten means the negation of passive generation. 
For he says that “unbegotten has the same 
meaning as ‘not a son.’ ”’ Nor does it follow that 
““nbegotten” is not the proper notion of the 
Father; for primary and simple things are made 
known by negations, as, for Instance, a point is 
defined as what has no part. 

Reply Obj. 2.“Unbegotten” is taken sometimes 
in a negative sense only, and in that sense Je- 
rome says’ that “the Holy Ghost is unbegotten 
—that is, He is not begotten.” Otherwise “unbe- 
gotten”’ may be taken in a kind of privative 
sense, but not as implying any imperfection. For 
privation can be taken in many ways. In one way 
when a thing has not what naturally belongs to 
another, even though it is not of its own nature 
to have it; as, for instance, if a stone be called 
a dead thing, as wanting life, which naturally 
belongs to some other things. In another sense, 
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privation is so called when something has not 
what naturally belongs to some members of its 
genus; as for instance when a mole is called 
blind. In a third sense privation means the ab- 
sence of what something ought to have, in which 
sense, privation implies an imperfection. In this 
sense, “unbegotten” is not attributed to the 
Father as a privation, but it may be so attrib- 
uted in the second sense, meaning that a cer- 
tain suppositum of the divine nature is not 
begotten, while some suppositum of the same 
nature is begotten. In this sense the term “unbe- 
gotten” can be applied also to the Holy Ghost. 
Hence to consider it as a term proper to the 
Father alone, it must be further understood that 
the name “unbegotten” belongs to a divine per- 
son as the principle of another person, so that it 
be understood to imply negation in the genus of 
principle taken personally in God. Or that there 
be understood in the term “unbegotten” that He 
is not in any way derived from another, and 
not only that He is not from another by way 
only of generation. In this sense the term “un- 
begotten” does not belong at all to the Holy 
Ghost, Who is from another by procession, as a 
subsisting person; nor does it belong to the di- 
vine essence, of which it may be said that it js in 
the Son or in the Holy Ghost from another— 
namely, from the Father. 

Reply Obj. 3. According to Damascene (De 
Fide Orthod. ii, 8),' ‘‘unbegotten in one sense 
signifies the same as uncreated”; and thus it ap- 
plies to the substance. for in this way the cre- 
ated substance differs from the uncreated. In an- 
other sense it signifies “what is not begotten,” 
and in this sense it is a relative term; just as 
negation is reduced to the genus of affirmation, 
as “not man” is reduced to the genus of sub- 
stance, and “not white” to the genus of quality. 
Hence, since “begotten” implies r tation in God, 
“unbegotten” belongs also to relation. Thus it 
does not follow that the Father unbegotten is 
substantially distinguished from the Son begot- 
ten, but only by relation; that is, as the relation 
of Son is denied of the Father. 

Rephy Obj. 4. In every genus there must be 
something first; so in the divine nature there 
must be some one principle which is not from 
another, and which we call ‘‘unbegotten.” To ad- 
mit two innascibles is to suppose the existence 
of two Gods, and two divine natures. Hence 
Hilary says (De Synod.):° “As there is one 
God, so there cannot be two innascibles.” And 
this especially because, 1f two innascibles did 
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exist, one would not be from the other, and 
they would not be distinguished by relative 
opposition; therefore they would have to be 
distinguished from each other by diversity of 
nature. 

Reply Obj. 5. The property of the Father 
whereby He is not from another is rather signi- 
fied by the removal of the nativity of the Son 
than by the removal of the procession of the 
Holy Ghost; both because the procession of the 
Holy Ghost has no special name, as stated above 
(Q. XXVII. A. 4, Ans. 3), and because also in the 
order of nature it presupposes the generation of 
the Son. Hence, when it is removed from the 
Father that He is begotten, although He is the 
principle of generation, it follows as a conse- 
quence that He does not proceed by the proces- 
sion of the Holy Ghost. because the Holy Ghost 
is not the principle of generation but proceeds 
from the person begotten. 


QUESTION XXXIV 
OF THE PERSON OF THE SON 
(In Three Articles) 


WE next consider the person of the Son. Three 
namies are attributed to the Son—namely, Son, 
Word, and Image. The idea of Son is gathered 
from the idea of Father. Hence it remains for us 
to consider Word and Image. 

Concerning Word there are three points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether Word is an essential term 
in God, or a personal term? (2) Whether it is 
the proper name of the Son? (3) Whether in 
the name of Word is expressed relation to crea- 
tures? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Word in God Is a Personal 
Name? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that Word jn God is not a personal name. 

Objection 1. For personal names are applied 
to God in a proper sense. as Father and Son. 
But ‘Word is applied ta God metaphorically,” 
as Origen says’ on (John 1. 1), Jn the beginning 
was the Word, Therefore Word is not a personal 
name in God 

Ob}. 2. Further, according to Augustine (De 
Trin. ix, 10),27 “The Word is knowledge with 
love’: and according to Anselm (Aono! ),3 to 
speak is to the Supreme Spirit nothing but to see 
by thought. But knowledge and thought, and 
sight, are essential terms in God. Therefore 
Word ts not a personal term in God. 
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Obj. 3. Further, it is essential to word to be 
spoken. But, according to Anselm (ibid. \xii), 
as the Father is intelligent, the Son intelligent, 
and the Holy Ghost intelligent, so the Father 
speaks, the San speaks, and the Holy Ghost 
speaks; and likewise, each one of them is 
spoken. Therefore, the name Word is used as an 
essential term in God, and not in a personal 
sense. 

Obj. 4. Further, no divine person is made. But 
the Word of God is something made. For it is 
said, Fire, hail, snow, ice, the storms which do 
His Word (Ps. 148. 8). Therefore the Word is 
not a personal name in God. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 
2):4 “As the Son is related to the Father, so also 
is the Word to Him Whose Word He is.” But 
Son is a personal name, since it is said relatively. 
Therefore so also is Word. 

I answer that, The name of Word in God, if 
taken in its proper sense, is a personal name, 
and in no way an essential name. 

To see how this is true, we must know that 
our own word taken in its proper sense has a 
threefold meaning, while in a fourth sense it is 
taken improperly or figuratively. The clearest 
and most common sense is when it is said of the 
word spoken by the voice; and this proceeds 
from an interior source as regards two things 
found in the exterior word—that is, the vocal 
sound itself, and the signification of the sound. 
For, according to the Philosopher,* vocal sound 
signifies the concept of the intellect. Again the 
vocal sound proceeds from the signification or 
the imagination, as stated in the book on the 
Soul.’ The vocal sound, which has no significa- 
tion, cannot be called a word: hence the exterior 
vocal sound is called a word because it signifies 
the interior concept of the mind. Thus, there- 
fore first and chiefly, the interior concept of 
the mind js called a word; secondarily, the vocal 
sound itself, signifying the interior concept. is 
so called: and thirdly, the imagination of the 
vocal sound is called a word. Damascene men- 
tions these three kinds of words (De Fide 
Orthod. i, 13),’ saying that “word is called the 
natural movement of the intellect, whereby it is 
moved, and understands, and thinks, as light and 
splendour,” which is the first kind. ‘‘Again,” he 
says, ‘the word is what is not pronounced by a 
vocal word, but is uttered in the heart,” which is 
the third kind. ‘‘Again,” also, “the word is the 
angel”—that is, the messenger ‘‘of intelligence,” 
which is the second kind. Word is also used ina 
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fourth way figuratively for that’ which is signi- 
fied or effected by a word; thus we are accus- 
tomed to say, “this is the word I have said to 
you,” or “which the king has commanded,” al- 
luding to some deed signified by the word either 
by way of assertion or of command. 

Now word is taken properly in God as signify- 
ing the concept of the intellect. Hence Augus- 
tine says (De Trin. xv, 10) :' “Whoever can un- 
derstand the word not only before it is sounded, 
but also before thought has clothed it with imag- 
inary sound, can already see some likeness of 
that Word of Whom it is said: In the beginning 
was the Word.” The concept itself of the heart 
has the nature of proceeding from something 
other than itselfi—namely, from the knowledge 
of the one conceiving. Hence Word, according 
as we use the term properly of God, signifies 
something proceeding from another, which be- 
longs to the nature of personal terms in God, 
since the divine persons are distinguished by 
origin (Q. xxvu, Introd.; 9. xxxt, A. 3). Hence 
the term “Word,” according as ‘we use the term 
properly of God, is to be taken as said not essen- 
tially, but personally only. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Arians, who sprang from 
Origen,’ declared that the Son differed in sub- 
stance from the Father. Hence, they endeav- 
oured to maintain that when the Son of God is 
called the Word this is not to be understood in a 
proper sense, lest the idea of the Word proceed- 
ing should compe! them to confess that the Son 
of God is of the same substance as the Father. 
For the interior word proceeds in such a manner 
from the one who pronounces it as to remain 
within him. But supposing Word to be said 
metaphorically of God, we must still admit 
Word in its proper sense. For if a thing be called 
a word metaphorically, this can only be by rea- 
son of some manifestation; either it makes 
something manifest as a word, or it is manifested 
by a word. If manifested by a word, there must 
exist a word whereby it is manifested. If it is 
called a word because it exteriorly manifests, 
what it exteriorly manifests cannot be called 
word except in as far as it signifies the interior 
concept of the mind, which anyone may also 
manifest by exterior signs. Therefore, although 
Word may be sometimes said of God metaphor- 
ically, nevertheless we must also admit Word in 
the proper sense, which is said personally. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing belonging to the intel- 
lect can be applied to God personally except 
word alone, for word alone signifies that which 
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emanates from another. For what the intellect 
forms in its conception is the word. Now, the 
intellect itself, according as it is put in act by 
the intelligible species, is considered absolutely ; 
likewise the act of understanding which is to the 
intellect in act what being is to being in act, 
since the act of understanding does not signify 
an act going out from the intelligent agent, but 
an act remaining in the agent. Therefore when 
we say that word is knowledge, the term knowl- 
edge does not mean the act of a knowing intel- 
lect, or any one of its habits, but stands for 
what the intellect conceives by knowing. Hence 
also Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 2)* that the 
Word is “begotten wisdom,” for it 1s nothing but 
the concept of the Wise One; and in the same 
way It can be called “begotten knowledge.” Thus 
also can be explained how to speak is in God to 
see by thought, since the Word is conceived by 
the gaze of the divine thought. Still the term 
thought does not properly apply to the Word of 
God. For Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 16): 
“Therefore do we speak of the Word of God, 
and not of the Thought of God, lest we believe 
that in God there is something unstable, now as- 
suming the form of Word, now putting off that 
form and remaining latent and as it were form- 
less.” For thought consists properly in the search 
after truth, and this has no place in God. But 
when the intellect attains to the form of truth, 
it does not think, but perfectly contemplates 
the truth. Hence Anselm (loc. cit.) takes 
thought in an improper sense for contempla- 
tion. 

Reply Obj. 3. As, properly speaking, Word in 
God is said personally, and not essentially, so 
likewise is “to speak.” Hence, as the Word is not 
common to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, so 
it is not true that the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are one speaker. So Augus':ne says (De 
Trin. vii, 1):5 “That co-eternal Word is under- 
stood as not alone in God.” On the other hand, 
“to be spoken” belongs to each Person, for not 
only is the word spoken, but also the thing un- 
derstood or signified by the word. Therefore in 
this manner to one person alone in God does it 
belong to be spoken in the same way as a word 
is spoken; but in the way whereby a thing is 
spoken as being understood in the word, it be- 
longs to each Person to be spoken. For the 
Father, by understanding Himself, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost, and all other things comprised 
in this knowledge, conceives the Word, so that 
thus the whole Trinity is spoken in the Word, 
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and Jikewise also all creatures; just as the intel- 
lect of a man by the word he conceives in the 
act of understanding a stone, speaks a stone. 
Anselm took the term speak improperly for the 
act of understanding, whereas they differ from 
each other; for “to understand” means only the 
relation of the intelligent agent to the thing un- 
derstood, in which relation no notion of origin is 
conveyed, but only a certain informing of our in- 
tellect, according as our intellect is put in act by 
the form of the thing understood. In God, how- 
ever, it means complete identity, because in God 
the intellect and the thing understood are alto- 
gether the same, as was proved above (Qa. xiv, 
AA. 2,4). But to speak means chiefly the relation 
to the word conceived, for to speak is nothing 
but to utter a word. But by means of the word it 
signifies a relation to the thing understood which 
in the word uttered is manifested to the one who 
understands. Thus, only the Person who utters 
the Word is speaker in God, although each Per- 
son understands and is understood, and conse- 
quently is spoken by the Word. 

Reply Obj. 4. The term word is taken there 
figuratively, as the thing signified or effected by 
word is called word. For thus creatures are said 
to do the word of God, as executing any effect 
to which they are ordained by the word con- 
ceived of the divine wisdom; just as anyone is 
said to do the word of the king when he does the 
work to which he is appointed by the king’s 
word. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether “Word” Is Proper Name of 
the Son? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that Word is not the proper name of 
the Son. 

Objection 1. For the Son is a subsisting per- 
son in God. But word does not signify a subsist- 
ing thing, as appears in ourselves. Therefore 
word cannot be the proper name of the person 
of the Son. 

Obj. 2. Further, the word proceeds from the 
speaker by being uttered. Therefore if the Son 
is properly the word, He proceeds from the 
Father by way only of utterance, which is the 
heresy of Valentine, as appears from Augustine 
(De Heres. xi). 

Obj. 3. Further, every proper name of a per- 
son signifies some property of that person. 
Therefore, if the Word is the Son’s proper name, 
it signifies some property of His; and thus there 
will be several more properties in God than 
those above mentioned. 
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Obj. 4. Further, Whoever undetstands ¢on- 
ceives a word in the act of understanding. But 
the Son understands. Therefore some word be- 
longs to the Son, and consequently to be Word 
is not proper to the Son. 

Obj. 5. Further, it is said of the Son (Heb. I. 
3): Bearing all things by the word of His power, 
from which Basil infers (Cont. Eunom. v, 11)? 
that the Holy Ghost is the Son’s Word. There- 
fore to be Word is not proper to the Son. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi. 
2):3 “By Word we understand the Son alone.” 

I answer that, Word, said of God in its proper 
sense, is used personally, and is the proper name 
of the person of the Son. For it signifies an 
emanation of the intellect: and the person Wha 
proceeds in God, by way of emanation of the in- 
tellect is called the Son; and this procession is 
called generation, as we have shown above (Q. 
XXVIT, A. 2). Hence it follows that the Son alone 
is properly called Word in God. 

Reply Obj. 1. To be and to understand are not 
the same in us. Hence that which in us has in- 
telligible being does not belong to our nature. 
But in God to be and to understand are one and 
the same; hence the Word of God is not an acci- 
dent in Him, or an effect of His, but belongs to 
His very nature. And therefore it must be some- 
thing subsistent, for whatever is in the nature of 
God subsists; and so Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. i, 18)4 that “the Word of God is sub- 
stantial and has a hypostatic being; but other 
words [as our own] are powers of the soul.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The error of Valentine was con- 
demned, not, as the Arians pretended, because 
he asserted that the Son was born by being ut- 
tered, as Hilary relates (De Trin. vi),® but on 
account of the different mode of utterance pro- 
posed by its author, as appears from Augustine 
(De Heres, loc. cit.). 

Reply Obj. 3. In the term Word the same 
property is signified as in the name Son. Hence 
Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 2):°5 “Word and 
Son express the same.” For the Son’s nativity, 
which is His personal property, is signified by 
different names which are attributed to the Son 
to express His perfection in various ways. To 
show that He is of the same nature as the Father, 
He is called the Son; to show that He is co- 
eternal, He is called the Splendour; to show that 
He is altogether like, He is called the Image; to 
show that He is begotten immaterially, He is 
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called the Word. All these truths cannot be ex- 
pressed by only one name. 

Reply Obj. 4. To be intelligent belongs to the 
Son in the same way as it belongs to Him to be 
God, since to understand is said of God essen- 
tially, as stated above, (A. 1, Ans. 2, 3). Now the 
Son is God begotten, and not God begetting; 
and hence He is intelligent not as producing a 
Word, but as the Word proceeding, because 
in God the Word proceeding does not differ 
really from the divine intellect, but is distin- 
guished from the principle of the Word only by 
relation. 

Reply Obj. 5. When it is said of the Son, 
“Bearing all things by the word of His power,” 
word is taken figuratively for the effect of the 
Word. Hence a gloss says! that ‘‘word” is here 
taken to mean command, since by the effect of 
the power of the Word things are kept in being, 
as also by the effect of the power of the Word 
things are brought into being. Basil speaks im- 
properly and figuratively in applying Word to 
the Holy Ghost, in the sense that everything 
that makes a person known may be called his 
word, and so in that way the Holy Ghost may 
be called the Son’s Word, because He manifests 
the Son. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Name “Word” Signifies 
Relation to Creatures? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the name Word does not signi- 
fy relation to creatures. 

Objection 1. For every name that connotes 
some effect in creatures is said of God essential- 
ly. But Word is not said essentially, but person- 
ally, as we have stated (a. 1). Therefore Word 
does not signify relation to creatures. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever signifies relation to 
creatures is said of God in time; as Lord and 
Creator. But Word is said of God from eternity. 
Therefore it does not signify relation to the 
creature. 

Obj. 3. Further, Word signifies relation to the 
source whence it proceeds. Therefore if it signi- 
fies relation to the creature, it follows that the 
Word proceeds from the creature. 

Obj. 4. Further, tdeas are many according to 
their various relations to creatures. The refore if 
Word signifies relation to creatures, it follows 
that in God there is not one Word only, but 
many. 

Obj. 5. Further, if Word signifies relation to 
the creature, this can only be because creatures 
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are known by God. But God does not know be- 
ings only; He knows also non-beings. Therefore 
in the Word are implied relations to non-beings, 
which appears to be false. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. Ixxxiii, 
qu. 63),? that the name Word “signifies not only 
relation to the Father, but also relation to those 
beings which are made through the Word, by 
His operative power.” 

I answer that, Word implies relation to crea- 
tures. For God by knowing Himself knows every 
creature. Now the word conccived in the mind is 
representative of everything that is actually un- 
derstood. Hence there are in ourselves different 
words for the different things which we under- 
stand. But because God by one act understands 
Himself and all things, His unique Word is ex- 
pressive not only of the Father, but of all 
creatures. 

And as the knowledge of God is only cogni- 
tive as regards God, whereas as regards crea- 
tures, it is both cognitive and operative, so the 
Word of God is only expressive of what is in 
God the Father, but is both expressive and op- 
erative of creatures; and therefore il is said (Ps. 
32. 9): He spake, and they were made, because 
in the Word is implied the operative idea of 
what God makes. 

Reply Obj. 1. The nature is also included in- 
directly in the name of the person. for person is 
an individual substance of a rational nature 
Therefore the name of a divine person as re- 
gards the personal relation does not imply rela- 
tion to the creature, but it is implied in what be- 
longs to the nature. Yet there is nothing to pre- 
vent its implying relation to creatures so far as 
the essence is included in its meaning; for as it 
properly belongs to the Son to be the Son, so it 
properly belongs to Him to be God begotten, or 
the Creator begotten. And in this way the name 
Word implies relation to creatures. 

Reply Obj 2 Since the relations result from 
actions, some names import the relation of God 
to creatures. which relation follows on the ac- 
tion of God which passes into some exterior ef- 
fect, as to create and to govern; and the like are 
applied to God in time. But others import a 
relation which follows from an action which 
does not pass into an exterior effect. but which 
remains in the agent—as to know and to will; 
such are not applied to God in time. And this 
kind of relation to creatures is implied in the 
name of the Word. Nor is it true that the names 
which imply relation of God to creatures are ap- 
plied to Him in time, but only those names are 
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applied in time which imply relation following 
on the action of God passing into exterior effect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Creatures are known to God 
not by a knowledge derived from the creatures 
themselves, but by His own essence. Hence it is 
not necessary that the Word should proceed 
from creatures, although the Word is expressive 
of creatures. 

Reply Obj. 4. The name of Idea is imposed 
chiefly to signify relation to creatures and there- 
fore it is applied in a plural sense to God, and it 
is not said personally. But the name of Word is 
imposed chiefly to signify relation to the speak- 
er, and consequently. relation to creatures, since 
God, by understanding Himself, understands 
every creature. And so there is only one Word 
in God, and that a personal one. 

Reply Obj. 5. God's knowledge of non-beings 
and God’s Word about non-bcings are the same 
because the Word of God contains no less than 
does the knowledge of God, as Augustine says 
(De Trin. xv, 14).! Nevertheless the Word is ex- 
pressive and operative of beings, but of non- 
beings is expressive and manifestive. 


QUESTION XXXV 
OF THE IMAGE 
(In Two Articles) 


WE next inquire concerning the Image. about 
which there are two points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether Image in God is said personally? (2) 
Whether this name belongs to the Son alone? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Image in God Is Said Per- 
sonally? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that image is not said personally of God. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (Fulgentius—De 
Fide ad Petrum i)* says, “The Godhead of the 
Holy Trinity and the Image to which man is 
made are one.” Therefore Image is said of God 
essentially, and not personally. 

Obj. 2. Further, Hilary says (De Synod.):3 
“An image is a like species of that which it rep- 
resents.” But specics or form is said of God es- 
sentially. Therefore so also is Image. 

Obj. 3. Further, Image is derived from imita- 
tion, which implies before and after. But in the 
divine persons there is no before and after. 
Therefore Image cannot be a personal name in 
God. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 
1):* “What is more absurd than to say that an 
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image is referred to itself?” Therefore Image in 
God is said as a relation, and is thus a personal 
name. 

I answer that, The idea of Image includes like- 
ness. Still, not any kind of likeness suffices for 
the notion of image, but only likeness of species, 
or at least of some specific sign. In corporeal 
things the specific sign consists chiefly in the 
figure. For we see that the species of different 
animals are of different figures, but not of dif- 
ferent colours. Hence if the colour of anything 
is depicted on a wall, this is not called an image 
unless the figure is likewise depicted. Further, 
neither the likeness of species nor of figure is 
enough for an image, which requires also the 
idea of origin; because, as Augustine says (qa. 
LXXXIII, qu. 74):5 “One egg is not the image: 
of another, because it is not derived from it.” 
Therefore for a true image it is required that 
one proceeds from another like to it in species, 
or at least in specific sign. Now whatever im- 
ports procession or origin in God, belongs to the 
persons. Hence the name Image is a personal 
name. 

Reply Obj. 1. Image, properly speaking, means 
whatever proceeds forth in likeness to another. 
That to the likeness of which anything proceeds 
is properly speaking called the exemplar, and is 
improperly called the image. Nevertheless Au- 
gustine (Fulgentius) uses the name of Image 
in this sense when he says that the divine nature 
of the Holy Trinity is the Image to whom man 
was made. 

Reply Obj. 2. Species, as mentioned by Hilary 
in the definition of image, means the form de- 
rived from one thing to another. In this sense 
image is said to be the species of anything, as 
that which is assimilated to anything is called 
its form because it has a like form. 

Reply Obj. 3. Imitation in the divine Persons 
does not signify posteriority, but only assimila- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Name of Image Is 
Proper to the Son? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the name of Image is not proper 
to the Son. 

Objection 1. Because, as Damascene says (De 
Fide Orthod. i, 13),5 The Holy Ghost is “the 
Image of the Son.” Therefore Image does not 
belong to the Son alone. 

Obj. 2. Further, the notion of an image im- 
plies likeness plus derivation as Augustine says 
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(qQ. LXxxtt, qu. 74).! But this belongs to the 
Holy Ghost, Who proceeds from ‘another by way 
of likeness. Therefore the Holy Ghost is an 
Timage; and so to be Image does not belong to 
the Son alone. 

Obj. 3. Further, man is also called the image 
of God, according to I Cor. 11. 7, The man 
ought nat to cover his head, for he is the image 
and the glory of God. Therefore Image is not 
proper to the Son. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
2) :2 “The Son alone is the Image of the Father.” 

Z answer that, The Greek Doctors commonly 
say® that the Holy Ghost is the Image both of 
the Father and of the Son; but the Latin Doctors 
attribute the name Image to the Son alone.’ For 
it is not found in the canonical Scripture except 
as applied to the Son, as in the words, Who is the 
Image of the invisible God, the firstborn of 
creatures (Col. 1. 15); and again: Who being 
the brightness of His glory, and the figure of His 
substance (Heb. 1. 3). 

Some explain this’ by the fact that the Son 
agrees with the Father not in nature only, but 
also in the notion of principle, whereas the Holy 
Ghost agrees neither with the Son, nor with the 
Father inanynotion. This, however. does not seem 
to suffice. Because as it is not by reason of the 
relations that we consider either equality or in- 
equality in God, as Augustine says (De Trin. v, 
6),° so neither (by reason thereof do we con- 
sider) that likeness which is required for the no- 
tion of image. Hence others say’ that the Holy 
Ghost cannot be called the Image of the Son, 
because there cannot be an image of an image; 
nor of the Father, because again the image must 
be immediately related to that of which it is the 
image, and the Holy Ghost is related to the 
Father through the Son; nor again is He the Im- 
age of the Father and the Son because then there 
would be one image of two, which is impossible. 
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Hence it follows that the Haly Ghost: is in no 
way an Image. But this is no proof, for the 
Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy 
Ghost, as we shall explain further on (Q. xxxvI, 
A. 4). Hence there is nothing to prevent there 
being one Image of the Father and of the Son, 
since they are one; for even man is one image 
of the whole Trinity. 

Therefore we must explain the matter other- 
wise by saying that, as the Holy Ghost, although 
by His procession He receives the nature of the 
Father as the Son also receives it, nevertheless 
is not said to be born, so, although He receives 
the likeness of the Father He is not called the 
Image. Because the Son proceeds as word, the 
notion of which implies the being of like species 
with that from which it proceeds, while this does 
not belong to the notion of love. although it 
may belong to that love which is the Holy Ghost, 
since He js the divine love. 

Reply Obj. 1. Damascene and the other Greek 
Doctors commonly employ the term image as 
meaning a perfect likeness. 

Reply Obj 2. Although the Holy Ghost is like 
the Father and the Son, still it does not follow 
that He is the Image, as above explained. 

Reply Obj. 3. The image of a thing may be 
found in something in two ways. In one way it 
is found in something of the same specific na- 
ture, as the Image of the king is found in his 
son. In another way it is found in something of 
a different nature, as the king's image on the 
coin In the first sense the Son is the Image of 
the Father; in the second sense man is called 
the image of God; and therefore in order to ex- 
press the imperfect character of the image in 
man, man is not simply called the image, but “‘to 
the image,” by which is expressed a certain 
movement of tendency to perfection. But it can- 
not be said that the Son of God is “to the im- 
age,” because He is the perfect Image of the 
Father. 


QUESTION XXXVI 
OF THE PERSON OF THE HOLY GHOST 
: (In Four Articles) 


WE now proceed to treat of what belongs to the 
person of the Holy Ghost, Who is called not 
onlv the Holy Ghost, but also Love and Gift of 
God. Concerning the Holy Ghost there are four 
points of treatment: (1) Whether this Name, 
Holy Ghost, is the proper name of a divine Per- 
son? (2) Whether that divine person Who is 
called the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father 
and the Son? (3) Whether He proceeds from 
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the Father through the Son? (4) Whether the 
Father and the Son are one principle of the 
Holy Ghost? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether This Name, “Holy Ghost,” 
Is the Proper Name of a Divine Person? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that this name, “Holy Ghost,” is 
not the proper name of a divine person. 

Odjection 1. For no name which is common 
to the three persons is the proper name of any 
one person. But this name of “Holy Ghost”? is 
common to the three persons; for Hilary (De 
Trin. viii)? shows that the Spirit of God some- 
times means the Father, as in the words of 
Isaias (61. 1): The Spirit of the Lord is upon 
me; and sometimes the Son, as when the Son 
says: In the Spirit of God I cast out devils 
(Matt. 12. 28), showing that He cast out devils 
by the power of His nature; and that sometimes 
it means the Holy Ghost, as in the words of Joel 
(2. 28): I will pour out of My Spirit over all 
flesk. Therefore this name Holy Ghost is not 
the proper name of a divine person. 

Obj. 2. Further, the names of the divine per- 
sons are relative terms, as Boéthius says (De 
Trin.).® But this name Holy Ghost is not a rela- 
tive term. Therefore this name is not the proper 
name of a divine Person. 

Obj. 3. Further, because the Son is the name 
of a divine Person He cannot be called the Son 
of this one or of that. But the spirit is spoken of 
as of this or that man, as appears in the words, 
The Lord said to Moses, I will take of thy spirit 
and will give to them (Num. 11. 17), and also, 
The Spirit of Elias rested upon Eliseus (IV 
Kings 2. 15). Therefore Holy Ghost does not 
seem to be the proper name of a divine Person. 

On the contrary, It is said (I John 5. 7): 
There are three who bear witness in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost. As Au- 
gustine says (De Trin. vii, 4),4 when we ask, 


1 Tt should be borne in mind that the word ‘ghost’ is the 
old English equivalent for the Latin spiritus, whether in 
the sense of breath or blast, or in the sense of spirit as an 
immaterial substance. Thus we read in the former sense 
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of God" (Prose Psalter, A.p. 1325), and “Oure wrestlynge 
is ... against the spiritual wicked gostes of the ayre” 
(More, ‘Comfort against Tribulation’’); and in our mod- 
ern expression of ‘giving up the ghost.”’ As applied to God, 
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example from Maunder, “Jhesu Criste was the worde and 
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OF 
Three: what? we say, Three persons. Therefore 
the Holy Ghost is the name of a divine person, 

I answer that, While there are two proces- 
sions in God, one of these, the procession of 
love, has no proper name of its own, as stated 
above (Q. XXVII, A. 4, Ans. 3). Hence the rela- 
tions also which follow from this procession are 
without a name (9. xxvuzt, A. 4), for which rea- 
son the Person proceeding in that manner. has 
not a proper name. But as some names are ac- 
commodated by the usual mode of speaking to 
signify these relations, as when we use the 
names of procession and spiration, which in the 
proper sense more fittingly signify the notional 
acts than the relations, so to signify the divine 
Person, Who proceeds by way of love, this name 
Holy Ghost is, from the usage of scriptural 
speech, accommodated to Him. The appropri- 
ateness of this name may be shown in two ways. 
First, from the fact that the person who is called 
Holy Ghost has something in common with the 
other Persons. For, as Augustine says (De Trin. 
Xv, 19; v, 11),® because the Holy Ghost “is 
common to both, He Himself is called that 
properly which both are called in common. For 
the Father also is a spirit, and the Son is a 
spirit; and the Father is holy, and the Son is 
holy.” Secondly, from the proper signification 
of the name. For the name spirit in things cor- 
poreal seems to signify impulse and motion; for 
we call the breath and the wind by the term 
spirit. Now it is a property of love to move and 
impel the will of the lover towards the, thing 
loved. Further, holiness is attributed to what- 
ever is ordered to God. Therefore because the 
divine person proceeds by way of the love 
whereby God is loved, that person is most prop- 
erly named The Holy Ghost. 

Reply Obj. 1. The expression Holy Spirit, if 
taken as two words, is applicable to the whole 
Trinity. Because by “spirit” the immateriality 
of the divine substance is signified. for corporeal 
spirit is invisible, and has but little matter; 
hence we apply this term to all immaterial and 
invisible substances. And by adding the word 
“holy” we signify the purity of divine goodness. 
But if Holy Spirit be taken as one word, it is 
thus that the expression, in the usage of the 
Church, is accommodated to signify one of the 
three persons, the one who proceeds by way of 
love, for the reason above explained. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although this name Holy Ghost 
does not indicate a relation, still it takes the 
place of a relative term, since it is accommo- 
dated to signify a Person distinct from the oth- 

& PL 42, 943, 918. 
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ers by relation only. Yet this name may be un- 
derstood as including a relation, if we under- 
stand the Holy Spirit as being breathed (spira- 
tus). 

Reply Obj. 3. In the name Son we under- 
stand that relation only which is of something 
from a principle, in relation to that principle; 
but in the name Father we understand the rela- 
tion of principle, and likewise in the name of 
Spirit since it implies a moving power. But to 
no creature does it belong to be a principle as 
regards a divine person, but rather the reverse. 
Therefore we can say “our Father,” and “our 
Spirit,” but we cannot say “our Son.” 


ArTICLE 2. Whether the Holy Ghost Proceeds 
from the Son? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the Holy Ghost does not pro- 
ceed from the Son. 

Objection 1. For as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. i).' “We must not dare to say anything 
concerning the substantial Divinity except what 
has been divinely expressed to us by the sacred 
oracles.” But in the Sacred Scripture we are 
not told that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the 
Son, but only that He proceeds from the Father, 
as appears from John 1s. 26: The Spirit of 
truth, Who proceeds from the Father. There- 
fore the Holy Ghost does not proceed from the 
Son. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the creed of the council of 
Constantinople (Can vii)? we read: “We be- 
lieve in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and Lifegiver, 
Who proceeds from the Father; with the Father 
and the Son to be adored and glorified ” There- 
fore it should not be added in our Creed that the 
Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son, and those 
who added such a thing appear to be worthy of 
anathema. 

Obj. 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. i):3 “We say that the Holy Ghost is 
from the Father, and we name Him the Spirit of 
the Father; but we do not say that the Holy 
Ghost is from the Son, yet we name Him the 
Spirit of the Son.” Therefore the Holy Ghost 
does not proceed from the Son. 

Obj. 4. Further, nothing proceeds from that 
in which it rests. But the Holy Ghost rests in 
the Son; for it is said in the legend of St. An- 
drew:’ “Peace be to you and to all who believe 
in the one God the Father, and in His only Son 
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our Lord Jesus Christ, and in the one Holy 
Ghost proceeding from the Father, and abiding 
in the Son.” Therefore the Holy Ghost does not 
proceed from the Son. 

Obj. §. Further, the Son proceeds as the Word. 
But our breath (spiritus) does not seem to pro- 
ceed in ourselves from our word. Therefore the 
Holy Ghost does not proceed from the Son. 

Obj. 6. Further, the Holy Ghost proceeds per- 
fectly from the Father. Therefore it is super- 
fluous to say that He proceeds from the Son. 

Obj. 7. Further, “the actual and the possible 
do not differ in things perpetual,’® and much 
less so in God. But it is possible for the Holy 
Ghost to be distinguished from the Son, even if 
He did not proceed from Him. For Anselm says 
(De Process. spir. Sancti) :° “The Son and the 
Holy Ghost have their Being from the Father, 
but each in a different way, one by Birth, the 
other by Procession, so that they are thus dis- 
tinct from one another.” And further on he 
adds: “For even if for no other reason were the 
Son and the Holy Spirit distinct, this alone 
would suffice.” Therefore the Holy Spirit is dis- 
tinct from the Son, without proceeding from 
Him. 

On the contrary, Athanasius says: “The Holy 
Ghost is from the Father and the Son; not made, 
nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding.” 

T answer that, It must be said that the Holy 
Ghost is from the Son. For if He were not from 
Him, He could in no wise be personally distin- 
cuished from Him, as appears from what has 
heen said above (QQ XXVIII, A. 3; XXX, A. 2). 
For it cannot be said that the divine Persons are 
distinguished from each other in any absolute 
sense; for it would follow that there would not 
be one essence of the three persons, since every- 
thing that is spoken of God in an absolute sense 
pertains to the unity of essence Therefore it 
must be said that the divine persons are distin- 
guished from each other only by the relations. 

Now the relations cannot distinguish the per- 
sons except according as they are opposite rela- 
tions, which appears from the fact that the 
Fathet has two relations, by one of which He is 
related to the Son, and by the other to the Holy 
Ghost; but these are not opposite relations, and 
therefore they do not make two persons, but be- 
long only to the one person of the Father. If 
therefore in the Son and the Holy Ghost there 
were two relations only, whereby each of them 
were related to the Father, these relations would 
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not be opposite to each other, as neither would 
be the two relations whereby the Father is re- 
lated to them. Hence, as the person of the Father 
is one, it would follow that the person of the 
Son and of the Holy Ghost would be one, hav- 
ing two relations opposed to the two relations 
of the Father. But this is heretical since it takes 
away the Faith in the Trinity. Therefore the 
Son and the Holy Ghost must be related to each 
other by opposite relations. Now there cannot 
be in God any relations opposed to each other, 
except relations of origin, as proved above (aq. 
xxvii, A. 4). And opposite relations of origin 
are to be understood as of a principle, and of 
what is from the principle. Therefore we must 
conclude that it is necessary to say that either 
the Son is from the Holy Ghost, which no one 
says, or that the Holy Ghost is from the Son, as 
we confess. 

Furthermore, the notion of the procession of 
each one agrees with this conclusion. For it was 
said above (QQ. XXVIII, AA. 2, 4; XXVIII, A. 4), 
that the Son proceeds by way of the intellect as 
Word, and the Holy Ghost by way of the will as 
Love. Now love must proceed from a word. For 
we do not love anything unless we apprehend it 
by a mental conception. Hence also in this way 
it is manifest that the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Son. 

We derive a knowledge of the same truth 
from the very order of nature itself. For we no- 
where find that several things proceed from one 
without order except in those which differ only 
by their matter, as for instance one smith pro- 
duces many knives distinct from each other ma- 
terially, with no order to each other; but in 
things in which there is not only a material dis- 
tinction we always find that some order exists in 
the multitude produced. Hence also in the order 
of creatures produced, the beauty of the divine 
wisdom is displayed. So if from the one Person 
of the Father, two persons proceed, the Son and 
the Holy Ghost, there must be some order be- 
tween them. Nor can any other be assigned ex- 
cept the order of their nature, whereby one is 
from the other. Therefore it cannot be said that 
the Son and the Holy Ghost proceed from the 
Father in such a way as that neither of them 
proceeds from the other, unless we admit in 
them a material distinction; which is impossible. 

Hence also the Greeks themselves recognize 
that the procession of the Holy Ghost has some 
order to the Son. For they grant that the Holy 
Ghost is the Spirit of the Son; and that He is 
from the Father through the Son. Some of them 
are said also to concede that He is from the 
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Son, or that He flows from the Son, but not that. 
He proceeds; which seems to come from igno- 
rance or obstinacy. For a just consideration of 
the truth will convince anyone that the word 
procession is the one most commonly applied to 
all that denotes origin of any kind. For we use 
the term to describe any kind of origin, as when 
we say that a line proceeds from a point, a ray 
from the sun, a stream from a spring, and like- 
wise in everything else. Hence, granted that the 
Holy Ghost originates in any way from the Son, 
wé can conclude that the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Son. 

Reply Obj. 1. We ought not to say about God 
anything which is not found in Holy Scripture 
either explicitly or implicitly. But although we 
do not find it verbally expressed in Holy Scrip- 
ture that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the 
Son, still we do find it in the sense of Scripture, 
especially where the Son says, speaking of the 
Holy Ghost, He will glorify Me, because He 
shall receive of Mine (John 16. 14). It is also a 
rule of Holy Scripture that whatever is said of 
the Father, applies to the Son, even though 
there is added an exclusive term; except only as 
regards what belongs to the opposite relations, 
whereby the Father and the Son are distin- 
guished from each other. For when the Lord 
says, No one knoweth the Son, but the Father, 
the idea of the Son knowing Himself is not ex- 
cluded. So therefore when we say that the Holy 
Ghost proceeds from the Father, even though it 
be added that He proceeds from the Father 
alone, the Son would not thereby be excluded, 
because as regards being the principle of the 
Holy Ghost, the Father and the Son are not op- 
posed to cach other, but only as regards the fact 
that one is the Father, and the other is the Son. 

Reply Obj. 2. In every council of the Church 
a creed has been drawn up to meet some preva- 
lent error condemned in the council at that time. 
Hence subsequent councils are not to be de- 
scribed as making a new creed, but what was 
implicitly contained in the first creed was ex- 
plained by some addition directed against rising 
heresies. Hence in the decision of the council of 
Chalcedon! it is declared that those who were 
congregated together in the council of Constan- 
tinople handed down the doctrine about the 
Holy Ghost, not implying that there was any- 
thing wanting in the doctrine of their predeces- 
sors who had gathered together at Nicz#a, but 
explaining against the heretics what those fath- 
ers had understood of the matter. Therefore, 
because at the time of the ancient councils the 

2 Actio v (MA vu, 111). 
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error of those who said that the Holy Ghost did 
not proceed from the Son had not arisen it was 
not necessary to make any explicit declaration 
on that point; but, later on, when certain errors 
rosé up, in another council! assembled in the 
west, the matter was explicitly defined by the 
authority of the Roman Pontiff, by whose au- 
thority also the ancient councils were sum- 
moned and confirmed. Nevertheless the truth 
was contained implicitly in the belief that the 
Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Nestorians were the first 
to introduce the error that the Holy Ghost did 
not proceed from the Son, as appears in a Nes- 
torian creed condemned in the council of Ephe- 
sus.” This error was embraced by Theodoric the 
Nestorian,? and several others after him, among 
whom was also Damascene.* Hence, in that 
point his opinion is not to be held. Although, 
too, it has been asserted by some that while 
Damascene did not confess that the Holy Ghost 
was from the Son, neither do those words of his 
express a denial thereof. 

Reply Obj. 4. When the Holy Ghost is said to 
rest or abide in the Son, it does not mean that 
He does not proceed from Him, for the Son also 
is said to abide in the Father, although He pro- 
ceeds from the Father. Also the Holy Ghost is 
said to rest in the Son as the love of the lover 
rests in the beloved; or in reference to the hu- 
man nature of Christ, by reason of what Is writ- 
ten: On whom thou shalt see the Spirit descend- 
ing and remaining upon Him, He it is who bap- 
tizes (John 1. 33). 

Reply Obj. 5. The Word in God is not taken 
after the likeness of the vocal word, from which 
the breath (spiritus) does not proceed, for it 
would then be only metaphorical, but after the 
likeness of the mental word, from which pro- 
ceeds love. 

Reply Obj. 6. For the reason that the Holy 
Ghost proceeds from the Father perfectly, not 
only is it not superfluous to say He proceeds 
from the Son, but rather it is absolutely neces- 
sary. Because one power belongs to the Father 
and the Son, and because whatever is from the 
Father, must be from the Son unless it be op- 
posed to the property of sonship; for the Son is 
not from Himself, although He is from the 
Father. 

Reply 06]. 7. The Holy Ghost is distinguished 
personally from the Son, since the origin of the 
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one is distinguished from the origin of the 
other; but the difference itself of origin comes 
from the fact that the Son is only from the 
Father. while the Holy Ghost is from the Father 
and the Son; for otherwise the processions 
would not be distinguished from each other, as 
explained above, and in Q. XXVII. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Holy Ghost Proceeds 
from the Father through the Son? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the Holy Ghost does not pro- 
ceed from the Father through the Son. 

Objection 1. For whatever proceeds from one 
through another does not proceed immediately. 
Therefore, if the Holy Ghost proceeds from the 
Father through the Son He does not proceed im- 
mediately from the Father; which seems to be 
unfitting. 

Obj. 2. Further, if the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Father through the Son, He does not 
procecd from the Son except on account of the 
Father. But whatever causes a thing to be such 
is itself even more so. Therefore He proceeds 
more from the Father than from the Son. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Son has His being by gen- 
eration. Therefore if the Holy Ghost is from the 
Father through the Son, it follows that the Son 
is first generated and afterwards the Holy Ghost 
proceeds; and thus the procession of the Holy 
Ghost is not eternal, which is heretical. 

Obj. 4. Further, when anyone acts through 
another, the same may be said conversely. For 
as we say that the king acts through the bailiff, 
so it can be said conversely that the bailiff acts 
through the king. But we can never say that the 
Son spirates the Holy Ghost through the Father. 
Therefore it can never he said that the Father 
spirates the Holy Ghost through the Son. 

On the contrary, Hilary says .De Trin. xii) 5 
“Keep me, I pray. in this expression of my faith, 
that I may ever possess the Father—namely, 
Thyself: that I may adore Thy Son together 
with Thee: and that I may deserve Thy Holy 
Spirit, Who is through Thy Only Begotten.” 

I answer that, In every sentence in which one 
is said to act through another, this preposition 
“through” points out, in what is covered by it, 
some cause or principle of that act. But since 
action is a mean between the agent and the thing 
done, sometimes that which is covered by the 
preposition “through” is the cause of the action, 
as proceeding from the agent; and in that case 
it is the cause of why the agent acts, whether it 
be a final cause or a formal cause, whether it be 
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effective or motive. It.is a final catise when we 
say, for instance, that the artisan works through 
love of.gain. It is a formal cause when we say 
that he works through his art. It is a moving 
cause when we say that he works through the 
command of another. Sometimes, however, that 
which is covered by this preposition “through” 
is the cause of the action regarded as determined 
to the thing done; as, for instance, when we say, 
the artisan acts through the mallet, for this does 
not mean that the mallet is the cause of the ar- 
tisan acting, but that it is the cause of the thing 
made proceeding from the artisan, and that it 
has this effect from the artisan. This is why it is 
sometimes said that this preposition “through” 
sometimes denotes direct authority, as when we 
say, the king works through the bailiff; and 
sometimes indirect authority, as when we say, 
the bailiff works through the king. 

Therefore, because the Son receives from the 
Father that the Holy Ghost proceeds from Him, 
it can be said that the Father spirates the Holy 
Ghost through the Son, or that the Holy Ghost 
proceeds from the Father through the Son, which 
has the same meaning. 

Reply Obj. 1. In every action two things are 
to be considered, the suppositum acting, and the 
power whereby it acts; as, for instance, fire 
heats through heat. So if we consider in the 
Father and the Son the power whereby they 
spirate the Holy Ghost, there is no mean, for 
this is one and the same power. But if we con- 
sider the persons themselves spirating. then, as 
the Holy Ghost proceeds in common from the 
Father and from the Son, the Holy Ghost pro- 
ceeds from the Father immediately, as from 
Him, and mediately, as from the Son; and thus 
He is said to proceed from the Father through 
the Son. So also did Abel proceed immediately 
from Adam, since Adam was his father, and me- 
diately, as Eve was his mother, who proceeded 
from Adam; although, indeed, this example of 
a material procession is inept to signify the im- 
material procession of the divine persons. 

Reply Obj. 2. If the Son received from the 
Father a numerically distinct power for the 
spiration of the Holy Ghost, it would follow that 
He would be a secondary and instrumental 
cause; and thus the Holy Ghost would proceed 
more from the Father than from the Son, where- 
as, on the contrary, the same spirative power 
belongs to the Father and to the Son. And there- 
fore the Holy Ghost proceeds equally from both, 
although sometimes He is said to proceed prin- 
cipally or properly from the Father, because the 
Son has this power from the Father. 
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Reply Obj. 3. As the begetting of the Son is 
coeternal with the begetter (and hence the 
Father does not exist before begetting the Son), 
so the procession of the Holy Ghost is coeternal 
with His principle. Hence, the Son was not be-: 
gotten before the Holy Ghost proceeded. But 
each of the operations is eternal. 

Reply Obj. 4. When anyone is said to work 
through anything, the converse proposition is 
not always true. For we do not say that the 
mallet works through the carpenter; but we can 
say that the bailiff acts through the king, because 
it is the bailiff’s place to act, since he is master 
of his own act, but it is not the mallet’s place to 
act, but only to be made to act, and hence it is 
used only as an instrument. The bailiff is, how- 
ever, said to act through the king, although this 
preposition “through” denotes a medium, for 
the more a suppositum is prior in action, so 
much the more is its power immediate as re« 
gards the effect, because the power of the first 
cause joins the second cause to its effect. Hence 
also first principles are said to be immediate in 
the demonstrative sciences. Therefore, so far as 
the bailiff is a medium according to the order of 
the subject’s acting, the king is said to work 
through the bailiff; but according to the order 
of powers, the bailiff is said to act through the 
king, since the power of the king gives the 
bailiff’s action its effect. Now there is no order 
of power between Father and Son. but only 
order of supposita. And hence we say that the 
Father spirates through the Son; and not con- 
versely. . 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Father and the Son Are 
One Principle of the Holy Ghost? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the Father and the Son are not 
one principle of the Holy Ghost. 

Objection 1. For the Holy Ghost does not 
proceed from the Father and the Son as they 
are one; not as they are one in nature, for the 
Holy Ghost would in that way proceed from 
Himself, as He is one in nature with Them; nor 
again in so far as they are united in any one 
property, for it is clear that one property can- 
not belong to two subjects. Therefore the Holy 
Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son as 
distinct from one another. Therefore the Father 
and the Son are not one principle of the Holy 
Ghost. 

Obj. 2. Further, in this proposition “the 
Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy 
Ghost,” we do not designate personal unity, be- 
cause in that case the Father and the Son would 
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be one person; nor again do we designate the 
unity of property, because if one property were 
the reason of the Father and the Son being one 
principle of the Holy Ghost, similarly, on ac- 
count of His two properties, the Father would 
be two principles of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost, which cannot be admitted. Therefore the 
Father and the Son are not one principle of the 
Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Son is not one with the 
Father more than is the Holy Ghost. But the 
Holy Ghost and the Father are not one principle 
as regards any other divine person. Therefore 
neither are the Father and the Son. 

Obj. 4. Further, if the Father and the Son are 
one principle of the Holy Ghost, this one is 
either the Father or it is not the Father. But we 
cannot assert either of these positions because 
if the one is the Father it follows that the Son 
is the Father; and if the one is not the Father, 
it follows that the Father is not the Father. 
Therefore we cannot say that the Father and 
the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 5. Further, if the Father and the Son are 
one principle of the Holy Ghost, it seems neces- 
sary to say, conversely, that the one principle 
of the Holy Ghost is the Father and the Son. 
But this seems to be false; for this word “prin- 
ciple” stands either for the person of the Father 
or for the person of the Son, and in either sense 
it is false. Therefore this proposition also is 
false, that the Father and the Son are one prin- 
ciple of the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 6. Further, unity in substance makes 
identity. So if the Father and the Son are the 
one principle of the Holy Ghost, it follows that 
they are the same principle, which is denied by 
many. Therefore we cannot grant that the 
Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy 
Ghost. 

Obj. 7. Further, the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are called one Creator, because they are 
the one principle of the creature. But the Father 
and the Son are not one, but two Spirators, as 
many assert;! and this agrees also with what 
Hilary says (De Trin. ii)? that the Holy Ghost 
‘is to be confessed as proceeding from Father 
and Son as authors.” Therefore the Father 
and the Son are not one principle of tie Holy 
Ghost. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. v, 
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14)* that “the Father and the Son are not two 
principles, but one principle of the Holy Ghost.” 

I answer that, The Father and the Son are in 
everything one, wherever there is no distinction 
between them of opposite relation. Hence since 
there is no relative opposition between them as 
the principle of the Holy Ghost it follows that 
the Father and the Son are one principle of the 
Holy Ghost. 

Some, however, assert‘ that this proposition 
is incorrect: ‘The Father and the Son are one 
principle of the Holy Ghost,” because, they de- 
clare, since the word principle in the singular 
number does not signify person, but property. 
it must be taken as an adjective; and since an 
adjective cannot be modified by another adjec- 
tive, it cannot properly be said that the Father 
and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost 
unless “one” be taken as an adverb, so that the 
meaning should be: They are one principle— 
that is, in one and the same way. But then it 
might be equally right to say that the Father is 
two principles of the Son and of the Holy Ghost 
—namely, in two ways. 

Therefore we must say that. although this 
word principle signifies a property, it does so 
after the manner of a noun, as do the words 
father and son even in things created. Hence it 
takes its number from the form that it signifies. 
like other nouns. Therefore, as the Father and 
the Son are one God by reason of the unity of 
the form that is signified by this word God, so 
they are one principle of the Holy Ghost by 
reason of the unity of the property that is signi- 
fied in this word principle. 

Reply Obj. 1. If we consider the spirative 
power, the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father 
and the Son as they are one in the spirative 
power, which in a certain way signifies the na- 
ture with the property, as we sh.!l see later (0. 
XLI, A. 5). Nor is there any reason against one 
property being in two supposita that possess 
one nature. But if we consider the supposita of 
the spiration, then we may say that the Holy 
Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son, 
as distinct; for He proceeds from them as the 
uniting love of both. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the proposition “the Father 
and the Son are one principle of the Holy 
Ghost”, one property is designated which is the 
form signified by the term. It does not however 
follow that by reason of the several properties 
the Father can be called several principles, for 
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this would imply in Him a plurality of sup- 
posita. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is not by reason of relative 
properties that we speak of likeness or unlike- 
ness in God, but by reason of the essence. Hence, 
as the Father is not more like to Himself than 
He is to the Son, so likewise neither is the 
Son more like to the Father than is the Holy 
Ghost. 

Reply Obj. 4. These two propositions, “The 
Father and the Son are one principle which is 
the Father,” or, “one principle which is not the 
Father,” are not contradictory opposites; and 
hence it is not necessary to assert one or other 
of them. For when we say the Father and the 
Son are one principle, this word principle has 
not determinate supposition but rather it stands 
indeterminately for two persons together. Hence 
there is a fallacy of figure of speech as the argu- 
ment concludes from the indeterminate to the 
determinate. 

Reply Obj. 5. This proposition is also true:— 
“The one principle of the Holy Ghost is the 
Father and the Son,” because the word “prin- 
ciple” does not stand for one person only, but 
indistinctly for the two persons as above ex- 
plained. 

Reply Obj. 6. There is no reason against say- 
ing that the Father and the Son are the same 
principle, because the word “principle” stands 
confusedly and indistinctly for the two Persons 
together. 

Reply Obj. 7. Some say! that although the 
Father and the Son are one principle of the 
Holy Ghost, there are two spirators, by reason 
of the distinction of supposita, as also there are 
two spirating, because acts refer to supposita. 
Yet this does not hold good as to the name 
“Creator,” because the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Father and the Son as from two dis- 
tinct persons, as above explained; but the crea- 
ture proceeds from the three persons not as dis- 
tinct persons, but as one in essence. It seems, 
huwever, better to say that because spirating 1s 
an adjective, and spirator a noun, we can say 
that the Father and the Son are two spirating, 
by reason of the plurality of the supposita, but 
not two spirators by reason of the one spiration. 
For adjectival words derive their number from 
the supposita, but nouns from themselves, ac- 
cording to the form signified. As to what Hilary 
says, that the Holy Ghost is ‘from the Father 
and the Son as His authors,” this is to be ex- 
plained in the sense that the noun here stands 
for the adjective. 

1 Cf. p. 196, footnote 1, above. 
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QUESTION XXXVII 
OF THE NAME OF THE HOLY GHOST—LOVE 
(In Two Articles) 


WE now inquire concerning the name Love, on 
which arise two points for consideration: (1) 
Whether it is the proper name of the Holy 
Ghost? (2) Whether the Father and the Son 
love each other by the Holy Ghost? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether “Love” is the Proper Name 
of the Holy Ghost? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that Love is not the proper name of the 
Holy Ghost. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 
17)?: “As the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are 
called Wisdom, and are not three Wisdoms, but 
one, I know not why the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost should not be called Charity, and all to- 
gether one Charity.” But no name which is pred- 
icated in the singular of each person and of all 
together, is a proper name of a person. There- 
fore this name, Love, is not the proper name of 
the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Holy Ghost is a subsist- 
ing person, but love is not used to signify a sub- 
sisting person, but rather an action passing from 
the lover to the beloved. Therefore Love is not 
the proper name of the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 3. Further, Love is the bond between 
lovers, for as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) :3 
Love is ‘‘a unitive force.” But a bond is a me- 
dium between what it joins together, not some- 
thing proceeding from them. Therefore, since 
the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and 
the Son, as was shown above (Q. xxxvI, A. 2), it 
seems that He is not the Love or bond of the 
Father and the Son. 

Obj. 4. Further, Love belongs to every lover. 
But the Holy Ghost is a a lover; therefore He 
has love. So if the Holy Ghost is Love, He must 
be love of love, and spirit from spirit; which is 
not admissible. 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xxx, in 
Pentecost.):4 “The Holy Ghost Himself is 
Love.” 

I answer that, The name Love in God can 
be taken essentially and personally. If taken 
personally it is the proper name of the Holy 
Ghost, just as Word is the proper name of the 
Son. 

2 PL 42, 1081. 
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To see this we must know that since, as 
shown above (Q. XXVII, AA. 1, 3, 5), there 
are two processions in God, one by way of 
the intellect, which is the procession of the 
Word, and another by way of the will, which is 
the procession of Love, because the former is 
the more known to us we have been able to ap- 
ply more suitable names to express our various 
considerations as regards that procession, but 
not as regards the procession of the will. Hence, 
we are obliged to employ circumlocution as re- 
gards the person Who proceeds, and the rela- 
tions following from this procession, which are 
called procession and spiration, as stated above 
(g. xxvitt, A. 4), and yet express the origin 
rather than the relation, in the proper sense of 
the term. 

Nevertheless we must consider them in a like 
way in respect to each procession. For just as 
when a thing is understood by anyone there re- 
sults in the one who understands a conception 
of the object understood, which conception we 
call word, so when anyone loves an object, a 
certain impression results, so to speak, of the 
thing loved in the affection of the lover, by rea- 
son of which the object loved is said to be in 
the lover, as also the thing understood is in the 
one who understands; so that when anyone 
understands and loves himself he is in himself, 
not only by real identity, but also as the thing 
understood is in the one who understands, and 
the thing loved is in the lover. As regards the 
intellect, however, words have been found to 
describe the mutual relation of the one who un- 
derstands to the thing understood, as appears in 
the word “to understand”: and other words are 
used to express the procession of the intellectual 
conception—namely, “to speak,” and “word.” 
Hence in God, “to understand” is applied only 
essentially, because it does not imply relation to 
the Word that proceeds; but Word is said per- 
sonally, because it signifies what proceeds; and 
the term “‘to speak” is a notional term as signi- 
fying the relation of the principle of the Word 
to the Word Himself. One the other hand, on 
the part of the will, with the exception of the 
words “‘dilection” and “love,” which express the 
relation of the lover to the thing loved, there 
are no other terms in use which express the re- 
lation of the impression or affection of the 
object loved produced in the lover by the fact 
that he loves—to the principle of that im- 
pression, or vice versa. And therefore, on 
account of the poverty of our vocabulary, we 
express these relations by the words “love” 
and ‘“‘dilection”; just as if we were to call the 
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Word “intelligence conceived,”..or “‘wisdom 
begotten.” 

It follows that so far as love or dilection 
means only the relation of the lover to the thing 
loved, ‘‘love” and “‘to love” are said of the es- 
sence, as “understanding” and “to understand”: 
but, on the other hand, so far as these words 
are used to express the relation to its principle 
of what proceeds by way of love, and vice versa, 
so that by “love” is understood “the love pro- 
ceeding,” and by “to Jove” is understood ‘the 
spiration of the love proceeding,” in that sense 
“love” is the name of the person, and “to love” 
is a notional term, as “to speak” and “to beget.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is there speaking of 
charity as it means the divine essence, as was 
said above (here and Q. XXIV, A. 2 Ans. 4). 

Reply Obj. 2. Although to understand, and 
to will, and to love signify actions passing on to 
their objects, nevertheless they are actions that 
remain in the agents, as stated above (Q. xIv, A. 
2), yet in such a way that in the agent itself they 
signify a certain relation to their object. Hence, 
love also in ourselves is something that remains 
in the Jover, and the word of the heart is some- 
thing remaining in the speaker, yet with a rela- 
tion to the thing expressed by word, or loved. 
But in God, in whom there is nothing accidental, 
there is more than this, because both Word and 
Love are subsistent. Therefore, when we say that 
the Holy Ghost is the Love of the Father for 
the Son, or for something else, we do not mean 
anything that passes into another, but only the 
relation of love to the thing loved; as also in 
the Word is signified the relation of the Word 
to the thing expressed by the Word. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Holy Ghost is said to be 
the bond of the Father and Son, in so far as He 
is Love, because, since the Father loves Himself 
and the Son with one Love, and conversely, 
there is expressed in the Holy Ghost, as Love, 
the relation of the Father to the Son, and con- 
versely, as that of the lover to the beloved. But 
from the fact that the Father and the Son mu- 
tually love one another, it necessarily follows 
that this mutual Love, the Holy Ghost, pro- 
ceeds from both. As regards origin, therefore, 
the Holy Ghost is not the medium, but the third 
person in the Trinity; but as regards the afore- 
said relation He is the bond between the two 
persons, as proceeding from both. 

Reply Obj. 4. As it does not belong to the Son, 
though He understands, to produce a word, for 
it belongs to Him to understand as the word 
proceeding, so, although the Holy Ghost loves, 
taking Love as an essential term, still it does 
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not belong to Him to aspirate love, which is to 
take love as a notional term; because He loves 
essentially as love proceeding, but not as the 
one from which love proceeds. 


Articne 2. Whether the Father and the Son 
Love Each Other by the Holy Ghost? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the Father and the Son do not 
love each other by the Holy Ghost. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (De Trin. vii, 1)? 
proves that the Father is not wise by the Wis- 
dom begotten. But as the Son is Wisdom be- 
gotten, so the Holy Ghost is the Love proceed- 
ing, as explained above (A. 1). Therefore the 
Father and the Son do not love each other by 
the Love proceeding—that is, by the Holy 
Ghost. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the proposition, “The 
Father and the Son love each other by the Holy 
Ghost,” this word “love” is to be taken either 
essentially or notionally. But it cannot be true 
if taken essentially, because in the same way we 
might say that “the Father understands by the 
Son”: nor, again, if it is taken notionally, for 
then, in like mariner, it might be said that “the 
Father and the Son spirate by the Holy Ghost,” 
or “that the Father generates by the Son.” 
Therefore in no way is this proposition true: 
“The Father and the Son love each other by the 
Holy Ghost.” 

Obj. 3. Further, by the same love the Father 
loves the Son, and Himself, and us. But the 
Father does not love Himself by the Holy 
Ghost ; forno notionalact is reflected back on the 
principle of the act. since it cannot be said that 
the Father begets Himself, or that He spirates 
Himself. Therefore, neither can it be said that 
He loves Himself by the Holy Ghost, if ‘‘to 
love” is taken in a notional sense. Again, the 
love with which He loves us is not the Holy 
Ghost, because it expresses a relation to crea- 
tures, and this belongs to the essence. Therefore 
this also is false: “The Father loves the Son by 
the Holy Ghost.” 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
s):2 “The Holy Ghost is He whereby the Be- 
gotten is loved by the one begetting and loves 
His Begetter.” 

I answer that, A difficulty about this question 
is offered, that when we say, “the Father loves 
the Son by the Holy Ghost,” since the ablative 
is construed as denoting a cause, it seems to 
mean that the Holy Ghost is the principle of 


1 PL 42, 933. 
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love.to the Father and the Son; which cannot 
be admitted. 

In view of this difficulty some have held® that 
it is false that “the Father and the Son love 
each other by the Holy Ghost”; and they add 
that it was retracted by Augustine when he re- 
tracted its equivalent to the effect that the 
Father is wise by the Wisdom begotten.‘ Others 
say* that the proposition is improper and ought 
to be expounded, thus: “the Father loves the 
Son by the Holy Ghost—that is, by His essen- 
tial Love,” which is appropriated to the Holy 
Ghost. Others further say® that this ablative 
should be construed as signifying a sign, so that 
it means, “the Holy Ghost is the sign that the 
Father loves the Son,” since the Holy Ghost pro- 
ceeds from them both, as Love. Others, again, 
say’ that this ablative must be construed as 
signifying the relation of formal cause, because 
the Holy Ghost is the love whereby the Father 
and the Son formally love each other. Others, 
again, say® that it should be construed as signi- 
fying the relation of a formal effect; and these 
approach nearer to the truth. 

To make the matter clear, we must consider 
that since a thing is commonly denominated 
from its forms, as white from whiteness, and 
man from humanity, everything from which 
anything is denominated, in this particular re- 
spect stands to that thing in the relation of form. 
So when I say, “this man is clothed with a gar- 
ment,” the ablative is to be construed as having 
relation to the formal cause, although the gar- 
ment is not the form. Now it may happen that a 
thing may be denominated from that which pro- 
ceeds from it, not only as an agent is from its 
action, but also as from the term itself of the 
action—that 1s, the effect, when the effect itself 
is included in the comprehension of the action. 
For we say that fire warms by heating, although 
heating is not the heat which is the form of the 
fire, but is an action proceeding from the fire: 
and we say that a tree flowers with the flower, al- 
though the flower is not the tree’s form, but is 
the effect proceeding from the form. 

In this way, therefore, we must say that since 
in God “to love” is taken in two ways, essen- 


3 Peter of Poitiers, Send., 1, 21 (PL 211, 872). 
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tially and notionally, when it is taken essentially, 
it means that the Father and the Son love each 
other not by the Holy Ghost, but by their es- 
sence. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 7) :! 
“Who dares to say that the Father loves neither 
Himself, nor the Son, nor the Holy Ghost, ex- 
cept by the Holy Ghostr” The opinions first 
quoted are to be taken in this sense. But when 
the term Love is taken in a notional sense it 
means nothing else than “to spirate love;” just 
as to speak is to produce a word, and to flower 
is to produce flowers. As therefore we say that 
a tree flowers by its flower, so do we say that 
the Father, by the Word or the Son, speaks Him- 
self, and His creatures, and that the Father and 
the Son love each other and us, by the Holy 
Ghost, or by Love proceeding. 

Reply Obj. 1. To be wise or intelligent is 
taken only essentially in God. Therefore we can- 
not say that the Father is wise or intelligent by 
the Son. But to love is taken not only essen- 
tially, but also in a notional sense; and in this 
way we can say that the Father and the Son 
love each other by the Holy Ghost, as was above 
explained. 

Reply Obj. 2. When the comprehension of 
an action implies a determined effect, the prin- 
ciple of the action may he denominated both 
from the action, and from the effect; so we can 
say, for instance, that a tree flowers by its 
flowering and by its flower. When, however, the 
idea of an action does not include a determined 
effect, then in that case, the principle of the ac- 
tion cannot be denominated from the effect. but 
only from the action. For we do not say that 
the tree produces the flower by the flower, but 
by the production of the flower. So when we say, 
“spirates” or “begets,” this means only a no- 
tional act. Hence we cannot say that the Father 
spirates by the Holy Ghost, or begets by the 
Son. But we can say that the Father speaks by the 
Word, as by the Person proceeding, “and speaks 
by the speaking,” as by a notional act; because 
“to speak” signifies a determinate person pro- 
ceeding, since ‘“‘to speak” means to produce 
word. Likewise to love, taken in a notional 
sense, means to produce love; and so it can be 
said that the Father loves the Son by the Holy 
Ghost, as by the person proceeding and by 
Love itself as a notional act. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Father loves not only the 
Son but also Himself and us, by the Holy Ghost; 
because, as above explained, (A. 1) to love, 
taken in a notional sense, not only means the 
production of a divine person, but also the per- 

1PL 42, 106s. 
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son produced by way of love, which has relation 
to the thing loved. Hence, as the Father speaks 
Himself and every creature by His begotten 
Word, in so far as the Word “begotten” ade- 
quately represents the Father and every crea- 
ture, so He loves Himself and every creature by 
the Holy Ghost, in so far as the Holy Ghost 
proceeds as the love of the primal goodness 
whereby the Father loves Himself and every 
creature. Thus it is evident that relation to the 
creature is implied both in the Word and in the 
proceeding Love, as it were in a secondary way, 
since the divine truth and goodness are a prin- 
ciple of understanding and loving all creatures. 


QUESTION XXXVIII 
OF THE NAME OF THE HOLY GHOST 
AS “GIFT” 
(In Two Articles) 


THERE now follows the consideration of the 
Gift, concerning which there are two points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether “Gift” can be a personal 
name? (2) Whether it is the proper name of the 
Holy Ghost? 


ArTICLE 1. Whether “Gift” Is a Personal name? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that “Gift” is not a personal name. 

Objection 1. For every personal name ex- 
presses a distinction in God. But the name of 
Gift does not express a distinction in God, for 
Augustine says (De Trin xv. 19)* that the Holy 
Ghost “is so given as God’s Gift, that He also 
gives Himself as God.” Therefore Gift is not a 
personal name. 

Obj.-2. Further, no personal name belongs to 
the divine essence. But the divine essence is the 
Gift which the Father gives to the Son, as Hilary 
says (De Trin. 1x).3 Therefore Gift is not a 
personal name. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Damascene (De 
Fide Orthod. iv)* “there is no subjection nor 
service in the divine persons.” But gift implies 
a subjection both as regards him to whom it is 
given and as regards him by whom it is given. 
Theréfore Gift is not a personal name. 

Obj. 4. Further Gift implies relation to the 
creature, and it thus seems to be said of God in 
time. But personal names are said of God from 
eternity; as Father, and Son. Therefore Gift is 
not a personal name. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xv, 19):° “As the body of flesh is nothing but 
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flesh, so the gift of the Holy Ghost is nothing 
but the Holy Ghost.” But the Holy Ghost is a 
personal name; so also therefore is Giit. 

I answer that, The word “gift” implies an ap- 
titude for being given. And what is given has an 
aptitude or relation both to the giver and to that 
to which it is given. For it would not be given 
by anyone unless it was his to give, and it is 
given to someone to be his. Now a divine person 
is said to belong to another either by origin, as 
the Son belongs to the Father, or as possessed 
by another. But we are said to possess what we 
can freely use or enjoy as we please; and in this 
way a divine person cannot be possessed except 
by a rational creature united to God. Other 
creatures can be moved by a divine person, not, 
however, in such a way as to be able to enjoy 
the divine person, and to use its effect. The ra- 
tional creature does sometimes attain to this, as 
when it is made partaker of the divine Word 
and of the Love proceeding, so as freely to 
know God truly and to love God rightly. Hence 
the rational creature alone can possess the divine 
person. Nevertheless in order that it may possess 
Him in this manner, its own power avails 
nothing. Hence this must be given it from 
above; for that is said to be given to us which 
we have from another source. Thus a divine 
person can be given, and can be a gift. 

Reply Obj. 1. The name Gift implies a per- 
sonal distinction in so far as gift implies some- 
thing belonging to another through its origin. 
Nevertheless, the Holy Ghost gives Himself, 
since He is His own, and can use or rather enjoy 
Himself; as also a free man belongs to himself. 
And as Augustine says (/n Jo. Tract. xxix) :! 
“What is more yours than yourself?” Or we 
might say, and more fittingly, that a gift must 
belong in a way to the giver. But the phrase, 
“this is this one’s,” can be understood in several 
senses. In one way it means identity, as Augus- 
tine says (zbid.); and in that sense “gift” is the 
same as “the giver,” but not the same as the one 
to whom it is given. The Holy Ghost gives 
Himself in that sense. In another sense, a thing 
is another’s as a possession, or as a slave; and 
in that sense gift is essentially distinct from the 
giver, and the gift of God so taken is a created 
thing. In a third sense “this is this one’s” 
through its origin only; and in this sense the Son 
is the Father’s, and the Holy Ghost belongs to 
both. Therefore, so far as gift in this way signi- 
fies the possession of the giver, it is personally 
distinguished from the giver, and is a personal 
name. 

1 PL 35, 1629. 
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Reply Obj. 2. The divine essence is the 
Father's gift in the first sense, as being the 
Father’s by way of identity. 

Reply Obj. 3. Gift as a personal name in God 
does not imply subjection, but only origin, in 
relation to the giver; but in relation to the one 
to whom it is given, it implies a free use, or en- 
joyment, as above explained. 

Reply Obj. 4. Gift is not so called from being 
actually given, but from its aptitude to be given. 
Hence the divine person is called Gift from 
eternity, although He is given in time. Nor does 
it follow that it is an essential name because it 
implies relation to the creature, but that it in- 
cludes something essential in its meaning; just 
as the essence is included in the comprehension 
of person, as stated above (Q. XXXIV, A. 31). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether “Gift” Is the Proper Name 
of the Holy Ghost? 


We procecd thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that Gift is not the proper name of 
the Holy Ghost. 

Objection 1. For the name Gift comes from 
being given. But, as Isaias says, A Son is given 
to us (9. 6). Therefore to be Gift belongs to 
the Son, as well as to the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 2. Further, every proper name of a per- 
son signifies a property. But this word Gift does 
not signify a property of the Holy Ghost. There- 
fore Gift is not a proper name of the Holy 
Ghost. 

0b). 3. Further, the Holy Ghost can be called 
the spirit of a man, but He cannot be called the 
gift of any man, but “God’s Gift” only. There- 
fore Gift is not the proper name of the Holy 
Ghost. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 
20) :? “As ‘to be born’ is, for the Son, to be from 
the Father, so, for the Holy Ghost, ‘to be the 
Gift of God’ is to proceed from Father and 
Son.” But the Holy Ghost receives His proper 
name from the fact that He proceeds from 
Father and Son. Therefore Gift is the proper 
name of the Holy Ghost. 

I answer that, Gift, taken personally in God, 
is the proper name of the Holy Ghost. 

In proof of this we must know that a gift is 
properly an “unreturnable giving,” as Aristotle 
says? that is, a thing which is not given with the 
intention of a return—and it thus it implies a 
free giving. Now, the reason of free giving is 
love, since we give something to anyone freely 
because we wish good to him. So what we first 
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give him is the love whereby we wish him well. 
Fence it is manifest that love has the nature of 
a first gift, through which all free gifts are given. 
So since the Holy Ghost proceeds as love, as 
stated above (Q. XXVII, A. 4; Q. XXXVII, A. I), 
He proceeds as the first gift. Hence Augustine 
says (De Trin. xv, 19) :' “By the gift, which is 
the Holy Ghost, many particular gifts are por- 
tioned out to the members of Christ.” 

Reply Obj. 1. As the Son is properly called 
the Image because He proceeds by way of a 
word, whose nature it is to be the likeness of its 
principle, (although the Holy Ghost also is like 
to the Father), so also, because the Holy Ghost 
proceeds from the Father as love He is properly 
called Gift, although the Son, too, is given. For 
that the Son is given, is from the Father’s love, 
according to the words, God so loved the world, 
as to give His only begotten Son (John 3. 16). 

Reply Obj. 2. The name Gift involves the 
idea of belonging to the Giver through its ori- 
gin; and thus it implies the property of the ori- 
gin of the Holy Ghost—that is, His procession. 

Reply Obj. 3. Before a gift is given, it be- 
longs only to the giver; but when it is given, it is 
his to whom it is given. Therefore, because Gift 
does not imply the actual giving, it cannot be 
called a gift of man, but the Gift of God giving. 
When, however, it has been given, then it 1s the 
spirit of man, or a gift bestowed on man. 


QUESTION XXXIX 
OF THE PERSONS IN RELATION TO THE 
ESSENCE 
(In Eight Articles) 


Since we have considered those things which 
belong to the divine persons absolutely, we next 
treat of what concerns the person in relation to 
the essence, to the properties (9. xL), and to the 
notional acts (Q. xL1); and of the comparison 
of these with each other (Q. x1iz). 

As regards the first of these, there are eight 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the essence in 
God is the same as the person? (2) Whether we 
should say that the three persons are of one es- 
sence? (3) Whether essential names should be 
predicated of the persons in the plural, or in the 
singular? (4) Whether notional adjectives, or 
verbs, or participles, can be predicated of the 
essential names taken in a concrete sense? (5) 
Whether the same can be predicated of essen- 
tial names taken in the abstract? (6) Whether 
the names of the persons can be predicated of 
concrete essential names? (7) Whether essen- 
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tial attributes can be appropriated to the per- 
sons? (8) Which attributes should be appropri- 
ated to each person? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether in God the Essence Is the 
Same As the Person? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that in God the essence is not the 
same as person. 

Objection 1. For whenever essence is the same 
as person or suppositum, there can be only one 
suppositum of one nature, as is clear in the case 
of all separate substances. For in those things 
which are really one and the same, one cannot 
be multiplied apart from the other. But in God 
there is one essence and three persons, as is 
clear from what is above expounded (Q. xxvutr, 
A. 3; Q. XXX, A. 2). Therefore essence is not the 
same as person. 

Ob. 2. Further, simultaneous affirmation and 
negation of the same things in the same respect 
cannot be true. But affirmation and negation 
are true of essence and of person. For person is 
distinct, while essence is not. Therefore person 
and essence are not the same. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing can be subject to it- 
self. But person is subject to essence, and hence 
it is called suppositum or hypostasis. Therefore 
person is not the same as essence. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
6) :? “When we say the person of the Father we 
mean nothing else but the substance of the 
Father.” 

I answer that, The truth of this question is 
quite clear if we consider the divine simplicity. 
For it was shown above (Q. 111, A. 3) that the di- 
vine simplicity requires that in God essence is 
the same as suppositum, which in intellectual 
substances is nothing else than person. 

But a difficulty seems to arise from the fact 
that while the divine persons are multiplied, the 
essence nevertheless retains its unity. And be- 
cause, as Boéthius says (De Trin. 6),3 “relation 
multiplies the Trinity of persons,” some have 
thought that in God essence and person differ, 
since they held the relations to be “assistant”’ 
(assistentes), considering only in the relations 
the idea of reference to another, and not the re- 
lations as realities. 

But as it was shown above (Q. XXVIII, A. 2) 
in creatures relations are accidental, while in 
God they are the divine essence itself. From this 
it follows that in God essence is not really dis- 
tinct from person, and yet that the persons are 
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really distinguished from each other. For per- 
son, as above stated (q. xxix, a. 4), signifies 
relation as subsisting in the divine nature. But 
relation as referred to the essence does not dif- 
fer from it really, but only in our way of think- 
ing, while as referred to an opposite relation, it 
has a real distinction by virtue of that opposi- 
tion. Thus there are one essence and three per- 
sons. 

Reply Obj. 1. There cannot be a distinction 
of suppositum in creatures by means of rela- 
tions, but only by essential principles, because 
in creatures relations are not subsistent. But in 
God relations are subsistent, and so by reason 
of the opposition between them they distinguish 
the supposita; and yet the essence is not distin- 
guished, because the relations themselves are 
not distinguished from each other so far as they 
are really the same as the essence. 

Obj. 2. As essence and person in God differ in 
our way of thinking, it follows that something 
can be denied of the one and affirmed of the 
other. And therefore, when we suppose the one, 
we need not suppose the other. 

Obj. 3. Divine things are named by us after 
the way of created things, as above explained 
(Q. XIU, A. 1 Ans. 2, 3). And since created na- 
tures are individualized by matter which is the 
subject of the specific nature, it follows that in- 
dividuals are called subjects, supposita, or hy- 
postases. So the divine persons are named sup- 
posita or hypostases, but not as if there really 
existed any real supposition or subjection. 


ArTICLE 2. Whether It Must Be Said That the 
Three Persons Are of One Essence? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem not right to say that the three per- 
sons are of one essence. 

Objection 1. For Hilary says (De Synod.)! 
that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost “are in- 
deed three by substance, but one in harmony.” 
But the substance of God is His essence. There- 
fore the three persons are not of one essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing is to be affirmed of 
God except what can be confirmed by the au- 
thority of Holy Writ, as appears from Diony- 
sius (Div. Nom. i).2 Now Holy Writ never 
says that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are 
of one essence. Therefore this should not be 
asserted. 

Obj. 3. Further, the divine nature is the same 
as the divine essence. It suffices therefore to 
say that the three persons are of one nature. 
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Obj. 4. Further, it is not usual to say that the 
person is of the essence, but rather that the es- 
sence is of the person. Therefore is does not 
seem fitting to say that the three persons are of 
one essence. 

Obj. §. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 
6) that “we do not say that the three persons 
are from one essence, lest we should seem to 
indicate a distinction between the essence and 
the persons in God.” But prepositions which im- 
ply transition denote the oblique case. There- 
fore it is equally wrong to say that the three 
persons are “of one essence.” 

Obj. 6. Further, nothing should be said of 
God which can be occasion of error. Now, to say 
that the three persons are of one essence or sub- 
stance furnishes occasion of error. For, as Hila- 
ry says (De Synod.):* “One substance predi- 
cated of the Father and the Son signifies either 
one subsistent, with two denominations; or one 
substance divided into two imperfect sub- 
stances; or a third prior substance taken and 
assumed by the other two.” Therefore it must 
not be said that the three persons are of one 
substance. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra 
Maxim. iii)® that “the word éyoobotov, which 
the Council of Nicea adopted against the Arians, 
means that the three persons are of one essence.” 

I answer that, As above explained (a. xm1, A. 
I, ANS. 2; A. 3), divine things are named by our 
intellect not as they really are in themselves, for 
in that way it knows them not, but in a way that 
belongs to things created. And as in sénsible 
things from which the intellect derives its knowl- 
edge the nature of the species is made individ- 
ual by the matter, and thus the nature is as the 
form, and the individual is the suppositum of 
the form, so also in God the essence is taken as 
the form of the three persons, according to our 
mode of signification. Now in creatures we say 
that every form belongs to that whereof it is the 
form; as the health and beauty of a man belongs 
to the man. But we do not say of that which has 
a form that it belongs to the form, unless some 
adjective qualifies the form; as when we say: 
“That woman is of a handsome figure,” or: “This 
man is of perfect virtue.” In like manner, as in 
God the persons are multiplied and the essence 
is not multiplied. we speak of one essence of the 
three persons, and three persons of the one es- 
sence, provided that these genitives be under- 
stood as designating the form. 

5 PL 42, 945. 4PL 10, 526. 
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Reply Obj. 1. Substance is here taken for the 
hypostasis, and not for the essence. 

Reply Obj, 2. Although we may not find it de- 
clared in Holy Writ in so many words that the 
three persons are of one essence, nevertheless we 
find it so stated as regards the meaning; for in- 
stance, J and the Father are one (John 10. 30), 
and J am in the Father, and the Father in Me 
(ibid. 38); and there are many other texts of the 
same meaning. 

Reply Obj. 3. Because “nature” designates the 
principle of action, while “essence” comes from 
being (essendo), things may be said to be of one 
nature which agree in some action, as all things 
which give heat, but only those things can be 
said to be “of one essence” which have one being. 
So the divine unity is better described by saying 
that the three persons are “of one essence,” than 
by saying they are ‘“‘of one nature.” 

Reply Obj. 4. Form, in the absolute sense, is 
usually designated as belonging to that of which 
it is the form, as we say “the virtue of Peter.” 
On the other hand the thing having form is not 
usually designated as belonging to the form ex- 
cept when we wish to qualify or designate the 
form. In this case two genitives are required, 
one signifying the form, and the other signifying 
the determination of the form, as, for instance, 
when we say, “Peter is of great virtue” (magne 
virtutis), or else one genitive must have the 
force of two, as, for instance, “he is a man of 
blood”—that is, he is a man who sheds much 
blood (multi sanguinis). So, because the divine 
essence is signified as a form as regards the per- 
son, it may properly be said that the essence Is 
of the person, but we cannot say the converse, 
unless we add some term to designate the es- 
sence; as, for instance, the Father is a person of 
the divine essence, or, the three persons are of 
one essence. 

Reply Obj. 5. The preposition “from” or “out 
of” does not designate the relation of a formal 
cause, but rather the relation of an efficient or 
material cause, which causes are in all cases dis- 
tinguished from those things of which they are 
the causes. For nothing is its own matter, nor its 
own active principle. Yet a thing may be its own 
form, as appears in all immaterial things. So, 
when we say, “three persons of one «ssence,” 
taking essence as having the relation of form, 
we do not mean that essence is different from 
person, which we should mean if we said, “three 
persons from the same essence.” 

Reply Obj. 6. As Hilary says (De Synod.) :! 
“Tt would be prejudicial to holy things, if we 
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had to do away with them, just because some do 
not think them holy. So if some misunderstand 
éuoobcroy, what is that to me, if I understand 
it rightly?” .. . “The oneness of substance does 
not result from likeness, or from union or from 
community of possession, but from one sub- 
stance being proper to both Father and Son.” 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Essential Names Should Be 
Predicated in the Singular of the Three Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that essential names, as the name 
“God,” should not be predicated in the singular 
of the three persons, but in the plural. 

Objection 1. For as man signifies one that has 
humanity, so God signifies one that has God- 
head. But the three persons are three who have 
Godhead. Therefore the three persons are three 
Gods. 

Obj. 2. Further, Gen. 1. 1, where it is said, / 
the beginning God created heaven and earth, the 
Hebrew original has Elohim, which may be 
rendered Gods or Judges ; and this word is used 
on account of the plurality of persons. There- 
fore the thrce persons are several Gods, and not 
one God. 

Obj. 3. Further, this word “thing,” when it is 
said absolutely, seems to belong to substance. 
But it is predicated of the three persons in the 
plural. For Augustine says:* “The things that 
are the objects of our future glory are the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” Therefore other 
essential names can be predicated in the plural 
of the three persons. 

Obj. 4. Further, as this word God signifies a 
being who has Deity. so also this word person 
signifies a being subsisting in an intellectual na- 
ture. But we Say there are three persons. So for 
the same reason we can say there are three Gods. 

On the contrary, It is said (Deut. 6. 4): Hear, 
O Israel, the Lord thy God is one God. 

I answer that, Some essential names signify 
the essence after the manner of nouns, while 
others sirnify it after the manner of adjectives. 
Those which signify it aS nouns are predicated 
of the three persons in the singular only, and 
not in the plural. Those which signify the es- 
sence as adjectives are predicated of the three 
persons in the plural. 

The reason of this is that nouns (substan- 
tives) signify something by way of substance, 
while adjectives signify something by way of 
accident, which adheres to a subject. Now just 
as substance has being of itself, so also it has of 
itself unity or multitude; hence the singularity 
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or plurality of a substantive name depends upon 
the form signified by the name. But as accidents 
have their being in a subject, so they have unity 
or plurality from their subject, and therefore 
the singularity and plurality of adjectives de- 
pends upon their supposita. 

In creatures, one form does not exist in sev- 
eral supposita except by unity of order, as the 
form of an ordered multitude. So if the names 
signifying such a form are nouns, they are predi- 
cated of many in the singular, but otherwise if 
they are adjectives. For we say that many men 
are a college, or an army, or a people, but we 
say that many men are collegians. Now in God 
the divine essence is signified by way of a form, 
as above explained (A. 2), which, indeed, is sim- 
ple and supremely one, as shown above (09. 111, 
A. 7; XI, A. 4). So, names which signify the di- 
vine essence in a substantive manner are predi- 
cated of the three persons in the singular, and 
not in the plural. This, then, is the reason why 
we say that Socrates, Plato, and Cicero are three 
men, whereas we do not say the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost are three Gods, but one God; 
because in the three supposita of human na- 
ture there are three humanities, but in the 
three divine Persons there is but one divine 
essence. 

On the other hand, the names which signify 
essence in an adjectival manner are predicated of 
the three persons plurally, by reason of the plu- 
rality of supposita. For we say there are three 
existent or three wise beings, or three eternal, 
uncreated, and immense beings, if these terms 
are understood in an adjectival sense. But if 
taken in a substantive sense, we say one un- 
created, immense, eternal being, as Athanasius 
declares.! 

Reply Obj. 1. Though the name God signifies 
a being having Godhead, nevertheless the mode 
of signification is different. For the name God is 
used substantively, but “having Godhead” is 
used adjectivaily. Consequently, although there 
are ‘“‘three having Godhead,” it does not follow 
that there are three Gods. 

Reply Obj. 2. Various languages have diverse 
modes of expression. So as by reason of the 
plurality of supposita the Greeks said three hy- 
postases, so also in Hebrew Elohim is in the 
plural. We, however, do not apply the plural 
either to God or to substance, lest plurality be 
referred to the substance. 

Reply Obj. 3. This word “thing” is one of the 
transcendentals. And hence, so far 4s it is re- 
ferred to relation, it is predicated of God in the 
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plural; but so far as it is referred to the sub- 
stance, it is predicated in the singular. So Augus- 
tine says, in the passage quoted, that the same 
Trinity is a thing supreme. 

Reply Obj. 4. The form signified by the word 
person is not essence or nature, but personality. 
So, as there are three personalities—that is, 
three personal properties in the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost—it is predicated of the three, not 
in the singular, but in the plural. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Concrete Essential 
Names Can Stand for the Person? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the concrete, essential names 
cannot stand for the person, so that we can truly 
say “God begot God.” 

Objection 1. For, as the logicians say, ‘‘a sin- 
gular term signifies what it stands for.”” But this 
name God seems to be a singular term, for it 
cannot be predicated in the plural, as above ex- 
plained (A. 3). Therefore, since it signifies the 
essence, it stands for essence, and not for person. 

Obj. 2. Further, a term in the subject is not 
restricted by a term in the predicate, as to its 
signification, but only as to the time signified in 
the predicate. But when I say, “God creates,” 
this name ‘‘God” stands for the essence. So 
when we say “God begot,” this term God can- 
not, by reason of the notional predicate, stand 
for person. 

Obj. 3. Further, if this be true, “God begot,” 
because the Father generates, for the same rea- 
son this is true, “God does not beget,” because 
the Son does not beget. Therefore there is God 
who begets, and there is God who does not be- 
get ; and thus it follows that there are two Gods. 

Obj. 4. Further, if “God begot God,” He be- 
got either God, that is Himself, or another God. 
But He did not beget God, that is Himself; for, 
as Augustine says (De Trin. i, 1),° “nothing be- 
gets itself.” Neither did He beget another God, 
as there is only one God. Therefore it is false 
to say, “God begot God.” 

Obj. 5. Further, if God begot God, He be- 
got either God who is the Father, or God who is 
not the Father. If God who is the Father, then 
God the Father was begotten. If God who is not 
the Father, then there is a God who is not God 
the Father, which is false. Therefore it cannot 
be said that ‘‘God begot God.” 

On the contrary, In the Creed it is said, “God 
of God.” 
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f answer that, Some have said' that “this 
name God and the like, properly according to 
their nature, stand for the essence, but by rea- 
son of some notional adjunct are made to stand 
for the Person.” This opinion apparently arose 
from considering the divine simplicity, which 
requires that in God, He Who possesses and 
‘what is possessed be the same. So He Who pos- 
sesses Godhead, which is signified by the name 
God, is the same as Godhead. 

But when we consider the proper way of ex- 
pressing ourselves, the mode of signification 
must be considered no less than the thing signi- 
fied. Hence as this word God signifies the divine 
essence as in Him Who possesses it, just as the 
name man signifies humanity in a suppositum, 
others more truly have said? that “this word 
God, from its mode of signification, can, in its 
proper sense, stand for person,” as does the word 
man. 

So this word God sometimes stands for the es- 
sence, as when we say “God creates,” because 
this predicate belongs to the subject by reason 
of the form signified—that is, Godhead. But 
sometimes it stands for the person, either for 
only one, as when we say God begets, or for two, 
as when we say, God spirates; or for three, as 
when it is said: To the King of ages, immortal, 
invisible, the only God, etc. (1 Tim. 1. 17). 

Reply Obj, 1. Although this name God agrees 
with singular terms as regards the form signified 
not being multiplied. nevertheless it agrees also 
with general terms so far as the form signified is 
to be found in several supposita. So it need not 
always stand for the essence it signifies. 

Reply 06). 2. This holds good against those 
who say that the word God does not naturally 
stand for person. 

Reply Obj. 3. The word God stands for the 
person in a different way from that in which this 
word man does; for since the form signified by 
this word man—that is, humanity—is really di- 
vided among its different supposita, it stands of 
itself for the person, even if there is nothing 
added determining it to the person—that is, to 
a distinct suppositum. The unity or community 
of the human nature, however, is not a reality, 
but is only in the consideration of the mind. 
Hence this term man does not stand fa: the com- 
mon nature, unless this is required by something 
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added, as when we say, man is a species, but the 
form signified by the name God—that is, the di- 
vine essence—is really one and common. So of 
itself it stands for the common nature, but by 
some adjunct it may be restricted so as to stand 
for the person. So, when we say, ‘God gener- 
ates,” by reason of the notional act this name 
God stands for the person of the Father. But 
when we say, “God does not generate,” there is 
no addition to determine this name to the person 
of the Son, and hence the phrase means that gen- 
eration is contrary to the divine nature. If, how- 
ever, something be added belonging to the person 
of the Son, this proposition, for instance, “God 
begotten does not beget,” is true. Consequently, 
it does not follow that there exists a ‘God genera- 
tor,” anda “God not generator,” unless there be 
added something pertaining to the persons; as, 
for instance, if we were to say, “the Father is 
God the generator,” and “the Son is God the 
non-generator”; and so it does not follow that 
there are many Gods, for the Father and the 
Son are one God, as was said above (A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 4. This is false, “the Father begot 
God, that is Himself,” because the word Him- 
self, as a reciprocal term, refers to the same sup- 
positum. Nor is this contrary to what Augus- 
tine says® that God the Father begot another 
self (alterum se), since the word “se” is either 
in the ablative case, and then it means “He be- 
got another from Himself,” or it indicates a sim- 
ple relation, and thus points to identity of na- 
ture. This is, however, either an improper or an 
emphatic way of speaking, so that it would real- 
ly mean, ‘He begot another most like to Him- 
self.” Likewise also it is false to say, ““He begot 
anothér God,” because although the Son is an- 
other than the Father, as above explained (a. 
XXXI, A. 2), nevertheless it cannot be said that 
He is “another God,” because this adjective ‘‘an- 
other” would be understood to apply to the 
noun God; and thus the meaning would be that 
there is a distinction of Godhead. Yet this prop- 
osition “He begot another God” is tolerated by 
some,‘ provided that another be taken as a noun, 
and. the word God be construed in apposition 
with it. This, however, 1s an improper way of 
speaking, and to be avoided, for fear of giving 
occasion to error. 

Reply Obj. 5. To say, “God begot God Who 
is God the Father,” is wrong, because since the 
word Father is construed in apposition to God, 
the word God is restricted to the person of the 
Father, so that it would mean, “He begot God, 
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would be spoken of as begotten, which is false. 
Therefore the negative of this proposition is 
true, “He begot God Who is not God the Father. 
If, however, we understand these words not to 
be in apposition, and require something to be 
added, then, on the contrary, the affirmative 
proposition is true, and the negative is false; so 
that the meaning would be “He begot God Who 
is God Who is the Father.” Such a rendering, 
however, appears to be forced, so that it is bet- 
ter to say simply that the affirmative proposi- 
tion is false, and the negative is true. 

Yet Prepositinus said! that both the negative 
and affirmative are false, because this relative 
“Who” in the affirmative proposition can be re- 
ferred to the suppositum, while in the negative 
it denotes both the thing signified and the sup- 
positum. Hence, in the affirmative the sense is 
that to be God the Father is befitting to the per- 
son of the Son, and in the negative the sense is 
that “to be God the Father,” is to be removed 
from the Son’s divinity as well as from His per- 
sonality. This, however, appears to be irrational, 
since, according to the Philusopher,? what is 
open to affirmation. is open also to negation. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Abstract Essential Names 
Can Stund for the Person? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that abstract essential names can 
stand for the person, so that this proposition is 
true, Essence begets essence. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
vii, 2):3 “The Father and the Son are one Wis- 
dom, because they are one essence; and taken 
singly Wisdom is from Wisdom, as essence from 
essence.” 

Obj. 2. Further, generation or corruption in 
ourselves implies generation or corruption of 
what is within us. But the Son is generated. 
Therefore since the divine essence is in the Son, 
it seems that the divine essence is generated. 

Obj. 3. Further, God and the divine essence 
are the same, as is clear from what is above ex- 
plained (qQ. m1, A. 3). But, as was shown, it is 
true to say that ‘“‘God begets God.” Therefore 
this is also true:—“Essence begets essence.” 

Obj. 4. Further, a predicate can stand for that 
of which it is predicated. But the Father is the 
divine essence. Therefore essence can stand for 
the person of the Father. Thus the essence be- 
gets. 
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Obj, 5. Further; the essence is “a thing beget 
ting,” because the essence is the Father Who ig 
begetting. Therefore if the essence is not beget- 
ting, the essence will be “a thing begetting” and 
“not begetting,” which cannot be. 

Obj. 6. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 
20) :* “The Father is the principle of the whole 
Godhead.” But He is principle only by begetting 
or spirating. Therefore the Father begets or 
spirates the Godhead. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. i, 
1):5 “Nothing begets itself.” But if the essence 
begets the essence, it begets itself only, since 
nothing exists in God as distinguished from the 
divine essence. Therefore the essence does not 
beget the essence. 

I answer that, Concerning this, the abbot 
Joachim erred® in asserting that as we can say 
“God begot God,” so we can say, “Essence be- 
got essence,” considering that, by reason of the | 
divine simplicity God is nothing else but the di- 
vine essence. 

In this he was wrong, because if we wish to 
express ourselves correctly, we must take into 
account not only the thing which is signified, but 
also the mode of its signification, as above stated 
(A. 4). Now although God is really the same as 
Godhead, nevertheless the mode of signification 
is not in each case the same. For since this word 
God signifies the divine essence in Him that pos- 
sesses it, from its mode of signification it can of 
its own nature stand for person. Thus the things 
which properly belong to the persons can be 
predicated of this word God, as, for instance, we 
can say “God is begotten” or “is Begetter.” as 
above explained (a. 4). The word essence, how- 
ever, in its mode of signification, cannot stand 
for Person, because it signifies the essence as an 
abstract form. Consequently, what properly be- 
longs to the persons whereby they are distin- 
guished from each other cannot be attributed to 
the essence. For that would imply distinction in 
the divine essence in the same way as there ex- 
ists distinction in the suposita. 

Reply Obj. 1. To express unity of essence and 
of person, the holy Doctors have sometimes ex- 
pressed themselves with greater emphasis than 
the property of terms allows, And so instead of 
enlarging upon such expressions we should 
rather explain them: thus, for instance, abstract 
names should be explained by concrete names. 
or even by personal names; as when we find 
“essence from essence,” or “wisdom from wis- 
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dom” we should take the sense to be, the Son, 
Who is essence and wisdom, is from the Father 
Who is essence and wisdom. Nevertheless, as 
regards these abstract names a certain order 
should be observed, because what belongs to act 
is more nearly allied to the persons because acts 
belong to supposita. So ‘‘nature from nature,” 
and “wisdom from wisdom” are less improper 
than “essence from essence.” 

Reply Obj, 2. In creatures the one generated 
has not the same nature numerically as the gen- 
erator, but another nature, numerically distinct, 
which begins to exist in it anew by generation, 
and ceases to exist by corruption, and so it is 
generated and corrupted accidentally; but God 
begotten has the same nature numerically as 
the begetter. So the divine nature in the Son is 
not begotten either per se or accidentally. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although God and the divine 
essence are really the same, nevertheless, on ac- 
count of their different mode of signification, we 
must speak in a different way about each of 
them. 

Reply 0bj. 4. The divine essence is predicated 
of the Father by mode of identity by reason of 
the divine simplicity; yet it does not follow that 
it can stand for the Father because its mode of 
signification is different. This objection would 
hold good as regards things which are predicated 
of another as the universal of a particular. 

Reply Obj. 5. The difference between sub- 
stantive and adjectival names consists in this, 
that the former carry their suppositum with 
them, while the latter do not. but add the thing 
signified to the noun. Hence logicians say! that 
the noun stands in the place of but the adjective 
does not stand for but joins. Therefore substan- 
tive personal terms can be predicated of the es- 
sence because they are really the same: nor does 
it follow that a personal property makes a dis- 
tinct essence, but it belongs to the suppositum 
implied in the substantive name. But notional 
and personal adjectives cannot be predicated of 
the essence unless we add some noun. We can- 
not say that the essence is begetting; yet we can 
say that the essence is a thing begctting, or that 
it is God begetting, if “thing and “God” stand 
for person, but not if they stand for essence. 
Consequently, there exists no contradiction in 
saying that “‘essence is a thing begett:ag,” and 
“a thing not begetting.” because in the first case 
“thing” stands for person, and in the second it 
stands for the essence. 

Reply Obj. 6. So far as Godhead is one in sev- 
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eral supposita, it agrees in a certain degree with 
the form of a collective term. So when we say, 
the Father is the principle of the whole God- 
head, the term Godhead can be taken for all the 
persons together, since it is the principle in all 
the divine persons. Nor does it follow that He is 
His own principle, as for example one of the 
people may be called the ruler of the people 
without being ruler of himself. We may also say 
that He is the principle of the whole Godhead, 
not as generating or spirating it, but as com- 
municating it by gencration and spiration. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Persons Can be Predi- 
cated of the Essential Terms? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the persons cannot be predi- 
cated of the concrete essential names, so that we 
can say for instance, God is thrce persons, or, 
God is the Trinity. 

Objection 1. For it is false to say, man is every 
man, because it cannot be verified as regards 
any suppositum. For neither Socrates. nor Plato, 
nor anyone else 1s every man. In the same way 
this proposition, God is the Trinity, cannot be 
verified of any one of the supposita of the divine 
nature For the Father is not the Trinity, nor is 
the Son. nor is the Holy Ghost. So to say, God 
is the Trinity. is false. 

Obj 2. Further, the lower is not predicated 
of the higher except by accidental predication; 
as for instance when I say, animal is man, for it 
is accidental to animal to be man. But this name 
God as regards the three persons is as a general 
{erm to inferior terms, as Damascene says (De 
Fide Orthod. iii, 4).? Therefore it seems that the 
names of the persons cannot be predicated of 
this name God, except in an accidental sense. 

On the contrary, Augustine says? in his ser- 
mon on Faith, We believe that one God is one 
divinely named Trinity. 

T answer that, As above explained (A. 5, Ans. 
5), although adjectival terms. whether personal 
or notional, cannot be predicated of the essence, 
neverthel:ss substantive terms can be so predi- 
cated, owing to the real identity of essence and 
person. The divine essence is not only really the 
same as one person, but it is really the same as 
the three persons. And so, one person, and two, 
and three, can be predicated of the essence as if 
we were to say, The essence is the Father, and 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost. And because this 
word God can of itself stand for the essence, as 
above explained (A. 4. Ans, 3), hence, just as it is 
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true to say, The essence is the three persons, so 
likewise it is true to say, God is the three per- 
sons. 

Reply Obj. 1. As above explained (A. 4, Ans. 
3) this term man can of itself stand for person, 
whereas an addition is required for it to stand 
for the universal human nature. So it is false to 
say, Man is every man, because it cannot be 
verified of any suppositum. On the contrary, 
this word God can of itself stand for the divine 
essence. So, although to say of any of the sup- 
posita of the divine nature, God is the Trinity, 
is untrue, nevertheless it is true of the divine es- 
sence. This was denied by Gilbert de la Porrée! 
because he did not take note of this distinction. 

Reply Obj. 2. When we say. God, or the divine 
essence, is the Father the predication is one of 
identity, and not of the lower in regard lo a 
higher species, because in God there is no uni- 
versal and singular. Hence, as this proposition, 
The Father is God, is of itself true, so this 
proposition, God is the Father, is true of itself, 
and not in any accidental way. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Essential Names Should 
Be Appropriated to the Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the essential names should not 
be appropriated to the persons. 

Objection 1. For whatever might verge on 
error in faith should be avoided in the treatment 
of divine things; for, as Jerome says,” “careless 
words involve risk of heresy.” But to appropri- 
ate to any one person the names which are com- 
mon to the three persons may verge on error in 
faith, for it may be supposed either that such 
belong only to the person to whom they are ap- 
propriated, or that they belong to Him ina fuller 
degree than to the others. Therefore the essen- 
tial attributes should not be appropriated to the 
persons. 

Ob). 2. Further, the essential attributes ex- 
pressed in the abstract signify by mode of form. 
But one person is not as a form to another, since 
a form is not distinguished in suppositum from 
that of which it is the form. Therefore the essen- 
tia] attributes, especially when expressed in the 
abstract, are not to be appropriated to the 
persons. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is proper is prior to the 
appropriated, for what is proper is included in 
the idea of the appropriated. But the essential 
attributes, in our way of understanding, are prior 
to the persons; as what is common is prior to 
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what is proper. Therefore the essential attributes 
are not to be appropriated to the persons. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says: Christ the 
power of God and the wisdom of Ged (I Cor. 1. 
24). 

I answer that, For the manifestation of our 
faith it is fitting that the essential attributes 
should be appropriated to the persons. For al- 
though the trinity of persons cannot be proved 
by demonstration, as was above expounded (a. 
XXXII, A. 1), nevertheless it is fitting that it be 
declared by things which are more known to us. 
Now the essential attributes of God are more 
clear to us from the standpoint of reason than 
the personal properties, because we can derive 
certain knowledge of the essential attributes 
from creatures which are sources of knowledge 
to us, such as we cannot obtain regarding the 
personal properties, as was above explained 
(ibid.). As, therefore, we make use of the like- 
ness of the trace or image found in creatures for 
the manifestation of the divine persons, so also 
in the same manner do we make use of the essen- 
tial attributes. And such a manifestation of the 
divine persons by the use of the essential attri- 
butes is called “appropriation.” 

The divine person can be manifested in a 
twofold manner by the essential attributes. In 
one way by likeness, and thus the things which 
belong to the intellect are appropriated to the 
Son, Who proceeds by way of intellect, as Word. 
In another way by unlikeness; as power is ap- 
propriated to the Father, as Augustine says, be- 
cause fathers by reason of old age are some- 
times feeble, lest anything of the kind be imag- 
ined of God. 

Reply Obj.-1. The essential attributes are not 
appropriated to the persons as if they exclusive- 
ly belonged to them, but in order to make 
the persons manifest by way of likeness, or 
unlikeness, as above explained. So, no error in 
faith can arise, but rather manifestation of the 
truth. 

Reply Ob7. 2. If the essential attributes were 
appropriated to the persons as exclusively be- 
longing to each of them, then it would follow 
that one person would be as a form as regards 
another; which Augustine altogether repudiates 
(De Trin. vii, 1),* showing that the Father is 
wise, not by the wisdom begotten by Him, as 
though only the Son were Wisdom, so that the 
Father and the Son together only can be called 
wise, but not the Father without the Son. But 
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the Son is called the Wisdom of the Father be- 
cause He is Wisdom from the Father Who is 
Wisdom. For each of them is of Himself Wis- 
dom, and both together are one Wisdom. Hence 
the Father is not wise by the wisdom begotten 
by Him, but by the wisdom which is His own 
essence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the essential attribute 
is in its proper concept prior to person, accord- 
ing to our way of understanding, nevertheless, 
so far as it is appropriated, there is nothing to 
prevent the personal property from being prior 
to that which is appropriated. Thus colour is 
posterior to body considered as body, but is 
naturally prior to white body, considered as 
white. 


Articte 8. Whether the Essential Attributes 
Are Appropriated to the Persons in a Fitting 
Manner by the Holy Doctors? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that the essential attributes are ap- 
propriated to the persons unfittingly by the holy 
doctors. 

Objection 1. For Hilary says (De Trin. ii), 
“Eternity is in the Father, the species is in the 
Image; and use is in the Gift.” In these words 
he designates three names proper to the persons: 
the name of the Father, the name Image proper 
to the Son (Q. XxXxv, A. 2), and the name Boun- 
ty or Gift, which is proper to the Holy Ghost (Q. 
XXXVIII, A. 2). He also designates three appro- 
priated terms. For he appropriates eternity to 
the Father, species to the Son, and use to the 
Holy Ghost. This he does apparently without 
reason. For eternity imports duration of being; 
species, the principle of being; and use belongs 
to the operation. But essence and operation are 
not found to be appropriated to any person. 
Therefore the above terms are not fittingly ap- 
propriated to the persons. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says :? “Unity is in 
the Father, equality in the Son, and in the Holy 
Ghost is the concord of equality and unity.” 
This does not, however, seem fitting, because 
one person does not receive forma] denomina- 
tion from what is appropriated to another. For 
the Father is not wise by the wisdom begotten, 
as above explained (A. 7, Ans. 2; Q. XXXVI, A. 
2, Ans. 1). But, as he adds, ‘All these three are 
one by the Father, all are equal by the Son, and 
all united by the Holy Ghost.” The above, 
therefore, are not fittingly appropriated to the 
Persons. 
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Obj. 3. Further, according to Augustine,*. to 
the Father is attributed power, to the Son wis- 
dom, to the Holy Ghost goodness. Nor does this 
seem fitting; for strength is part of power, 
whereas strength is found to be appropriated to 
the Son, according to the text, Christ the 
strength (Douay, power) of God (I Cor. 1. 24). 
So it is likewise appropriated to the Holy Ghost, 
according to the words, strength (Douay, vir- 
tue) came out from Him and healed all (Luke 
6. 19). Therefore power should not be appropri- 
ated to the Father. 

Obj. 4. Likewise Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
10) :4 “What the Apostle says, From Him, and 
by Him, and in Him, is not to be taken in a con- 
fused sense.”” And (Contra Maxim. ii.)® “ ‘from 
Him’ refers to the Father, ‘by Him’ to the Son, 
‘in Him’ to the Holy Ghost.” This, however, 
seems to be incorrectly said; for the words “in 
Him” seem to imply the relation of final cause, 
which is first among the causes. Therefore this 
relation of cause should be appropriated to the 
Father, Who is the principle from no principle. 

Obj. 5. Likewise, Truth is appropriated to the 
Son, according to John 14. 6, / am the Way, the 
Truth, and the Life; and likewise the book of 
life, according to Ps. 39. 9, J” the beginning of 
the book it is written of Me, where a gloss ob- 
serves, “that is, with the Father Who is My 
head”; also this word ‘Who Is,” because on the 
text of Isaias, Behold I go to the Gentiles (65. 
1), a gloss adds,’ “The Son speaks Who said to 
Moses, I am Who am.” 

But it seems that these are proper to the Son, 
and are not appropriated. For truth, according 
to Augustine (De Vera Relig. 36),5 is ‘‘the su- 
preme likeness of the principle without any un- 
likeness.” So it seems that it properly belongs to 
the Son, Who has a principle. Also the book of 
life seems to be proper to the Son, as signifying 
“a thing from another,” for every book is writ- 
ten by someone. This also, “Who is,” appears to 
be proper to the Son, because if when it was said 
to Moses, J am Who am, the Trinity spoke, then 
Moses could have said, “He Who is the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost sent me to you”; so also he 
could have said further, “He Who is the Father, 
and the Son, and the Holy Ghost sent me to 
you,” pointing out a certain Person. This, how- 
ever, is false, because no person is Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost. Therefore it cannot be com- 
mon to the Trinity, but is proper to the Son. 
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Lanswen that, Our intellect, which. is led to 
the knowledge of God from creatures, must: con- 
sider God according to the mode derived from 
creatures. In considering any creature four 
points present themselves to us in due order. 
First, the thing itself taken absolutely is consid- 
ered as a being. Secondly, it is considered as one. 
Thirdly, its intrinsic power of operation and 
causality is considered. The fourth point of con- 
sideration embraces its relation to its effects. 
Hence this fourfold consideration comes to our 
mind in reference to God. 

According to the first point of consideration, 
whereby we consider God absolutely in His be- 
ing, the appropriation mentioned by Hilary ap- 
plies, according to which eternity is appropri- 
ated to the Father, species to the Son, use to 
the Holy Ghost. For eternity in so far as it 
means a being without a principle, has a likeness 
to the property of the Father, Who is a princi- 
ple without a principle. Species or beauty has a 
likeness to the property of the Son. For beauty 
includes three conditions: integrity or perfec- 
tion, since those things which are impaired are 
by the very fact ugly; due proportion or har- 
mony; and lastly, brightness, or clarity, whence 
things are called beautiful which have an elegant 
colour. 

The first of these has a likeness to the prop- 
erty of the Son, since as Son He has in Himself 
truly and perfectly the nature of the Father. To 
suggest this, Augustine says in his explanation 
(De Trin. vi, 10) :! “Where—that is, in the Son 
—there is supreme and primal life,” etc. 

The second agrees with the Son’s property, 
since He is the express Image of the Father. 
Hence we see that an image is said to be beauti- 
ful if it perfectly represents even an ugly thing. 
This is indicated by Augustine when he says 
(ibid.), “Where there exists wondrous propor- 
tion and primal equality,” etc. 

The third agrees with the property of the Son 
as the Word, ‘“‘which is the light and splendour 
of the intellect,” as Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod.).2 Augustine alludes to the same when 
he says (ibid.) : “As the perfect Word, not want- 
ing in anything, and, so to speak, the art of the 
omnipotent God,” etc. 

“Use” has a likeness to the property of the 
Holy Ghost; provided that “use” be taken in a 
wide sense, as including also the sense of “to 
enjoy,” according as “‘to use is to employ some- 
thing at the beck of the will, and to enjoy means 
to use joyfully,” as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
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11). So.“nse,” whereby the Father and the Son 
enjoy each other, agrees with the property of 
the Holy Ghost, as Love. This is what Augustine 
says (De Trin. vi, 10):4 “That love, that delec- 
tation, that felicity or beatitude, is called use by 
him (Hilary).” But the use by which we enjoy, 
is likened to the property of the Holy Ghost as 
the Gift, and Augustine points to this when he 
says (ibid.): “In the Trinity, the Holy Ghost, 
the sweetness of the Begetter and the Begotten, 
pours out upon us mere creatures His'immense 
bounty and wealth.” Thus it is clear how eterni- 
ty, species, and use are attributed or appropri- 
ated to the persons, but not essence or opera- 
tion; because, being common, there is nothing 
in their notion to liken them to the properties o 
the Persons. 
The second consideration of God regards Him 
as “‘one.” In that view Augustine® appropriates 
“unity to the Father, equality to the Son, con- 
cord or union to the Holy Ghost.” It is manifest 
that these three imply unity, but in different 
ways. For unity is said absolutely, as it does not 
presuppose anything else; and for this reason it 
is appropriated to the Father, to Whom any 
other person is not presupposed, since He is the 
principle without a principle. Equality implies 
unity in relation to another, for that is equal 
which has the same quantity as another. So 
equality is appropriated to the Son, Who is the 
principle from a principle. Union implies the 
unity of two, and is therefore appropriated to 
the Holy Ghost, since He proceeds from two. 
And from this we can understand what: Augus- 
tine means when he says (Joc. cit.) that “The 
Three are one, by reason of the Father; They 
are equal by reason of the Son; and are united 
by reason of the Holy Ghost.” For it is clear 
that we trace a thing back to that in which we 
find it first, just as in this lower world we at- 
tribute life to the vegetative soul, because there- 
in we find the first trace of life. Now, unity is 
perceived at once in the person of the Father, 
even if by an impossible hypothesis, the other 
persons were removed. So the other persons de- 
rive their unity from the Father. But if the other 
persons be removed, we do not find equality in 
the Father, but we find it as soon as we suppose 
the Son. So, all are equal by reason of the Son, 
not as if the Son were the principle of equality 
in the Father, but that, without the Son equal 
to the Father, the Father could not be called 
equal; because His equality is considered first in 
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regard to the Son, for that the Holy Ghost is 
equal to the Father, is also from the Son. Like- 
wise, if the Holy Ghost, Who is the union of the 
two, be excluded, we cannot understand the one- 
ness of the union between the Father and the 
Son. So all are connected by reason of the Holy 
Ghost, because given the Holy Ghost, we find 
the reason for the union among the divine Per- 
sons, from which the Father and the Son are 
said to be united. 

According to the third consideration, which 
brings before us the adequate power of God in 
the sphere of causality, there is said to be a third 
kind of appropriation: of power, wisdom, and 
goodness.! This kind of appropriation is made 
both by reason of likeness as regards what exists 
in the divine persons, and by reason of unlikeness 
if we consider what is in creatures. For power 
has the nature of a principle, and so it has a like- 
ness to the heavenly Father, Who is the princi- 
ple of the whole Godhead. But in an earthly 
father it is wanting sometimes by reason of old 
age. Wisdom has likeness to the heavenly Son, 
as the Word, for a word is nothing but the con- 
cept of wisdom. In an earthly son this is some- 
times absent by reason of lack of years. Good- 
ness, as the nature and object of love, has like- 
ness to the Holy Ghost, Who is Love; but seems 
contrary to the earthly spirit, which often im- 
plies a certain violent impulse, according to 
Isaias 25. 4: The spirit of the strong is as a 
blast beating on the wall. Strength is appropri- 
ated to the Son and to the Holy Ghost, not as 
denoting the power itself of a thing, but as 
sometimes used to express that which proceeds 
from power; for instance, we say that the strong 
work done by an agent is its strength. 

According to the fourth consideration, that is, 
God’s relation to His effects, there arises appro- 
priation of the expression “from Whom,” “by 
Whom,” and “in Whom.” For this preposition 
“from” (ex) sometimes implies a certain rela- 
tion of the material cause, which has no place in 
God; and sometimes it expresses the relation of 
the efficient cause, which can be applied to God 
by reason of His active power; hence it is ap- 
propriated to the Father in the same way as 
power. The preposition “by” (per) sometimes 
designates an intermediate cause; thus we may 
say that a smith works by a hammer. Hence the 
word by is not always appropriated to the Son, 
but belongs to the Son properly and strictly. ac- 
cording to the text, All things were made by 
Him (John 1. 3); not that the Son is an instru- 
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ment, but as the principle from a principle. 
Sometimes it designates the relation of a form 
“by” which an agent works; thus we say that an 
artificer works by his art. Hence, as wisdom and 
art are appropriated to the Son, so also is the ex- 
pression “by Whom.” The preposition “in” 
strictly denotes the relation of one containing. 
Now, God contains things in two ways: in one 
way by their likeness; thus things are said to be 
in God, as existing in His knowledge. In this 
sense the expression “in Him” should be appro- 
priated to the Son. In another sense things are 
contained in God because He in His goodness 
preserves and governs them, by guiding them to 
a fitting end; and in this sense the expression 
“In Him” is appropriated to the Holy Ghost, as 
likewise is “goodness.” Nor need the relation of 
the final cause (though the first of causes) be 
appropriated to the Father, Who is the principle 
without a principle, because the divine persons, 
of Whom the Father is the principle. do not pro- 
ceed from Him as towards an end, since each 
of Them is the last end; but They proceed by a 
natural procession, which seems more to belong 
to the nature of a natural power. 

Regarding the other points of inquiry, we can 
say that since truth belongs to the intellect, as 
stated above (Q. XVI, A. 1), it is appropriated to 
the Son, without, however, being a property of 
His. For truth, as we said above (Q. xvi, A. 1), 
can be considered as existing in the thought or 
in the thing itself. Hence. as intellect and thing 
in their essential meaning are referred to the es- 
sence, and not to the persons, so the same is to 
be said of truth. The definition quoted from Au- 
gustine belongs to truth as appropriated to the 
Son. The ‘‘book of life” directly means knowl- 
edge, but indirectly it means life. For, as above 
explained (Q. XxIV, A. 1), it is God’s knowledge 
regarding those who are to possess eternal life. 
Consequently, it is appropriated to the Son, al- 
though life is appropriated to the Holy Ghost, as 
implying a certain kind of interior movement, 
agrecing in that sense with the property of the 
Holy Ghost as Love. To be written by another is 
not of the essence of a book considered as such, 
but this belongs to it only as a work produced. 
So this does not imply origin, nor is it personal, 
but an appropriation to a person. The expres- 
sion “Who is” is appropriated to the person of 
the Son not by renson of itself, but by reason of 
an addition, because, in God’s word to Moses, 
there was prefigured the delivery of the human 
race accomplished by the Son. Yet, because the 
word ‘‘Who” is taken in a relative sense, it may 
sometimes relate to the person of the Son, and 
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in that sense it would be taken personally; as, 
for instance, were we to say, The Son is the be- 
gotten “Who is,” since God begotten is personal. 
But taken indefinitely, it is an essential term. 
And although the pronoun “this” (iste) seems 
grammatically to point to a particular person, 
nevertheless everything that we can point to can 
be grammatically treated as a person, although 
in jts own nature it is not a person; as we may 
say, this stone, and this ass. So, speaking in a 
grammatical sense, so far as the word God signi- 
fies and stands for the divine essence. the latter 
may be designated by the pronoun this, accord- 
ing to Exod. 15. 2: This is my God, and I will 
glorify Him, 


QUESTION XL 


OF THE PERSONS AS COMPARED TO THE 
RELATIONS OR PROPERTIES 


(In Four Articles) 


WE now consider the persons in connection with 
the relations, or properties; and there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether relation is the 
same as person? (2) Whether the relations 
distinguish and constitute the persons? (3) 
Whether the hypostases would remain distinct 
if the relations were abstracted from the per- 
sons by the intellect? (4) Whether the relations, 
according to our mode of understanding, pre- 
suppose the acts of the persons, or contrariwise? 


ArTIcLeE 1, Whether Relation Is the Same As 
Person? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that in God relation is not the same as per- 
son. 

Objection 1. For when things are identical, if 
one is multiplied the others are multiplied. But 
in one person there are several relations; as in 
the person of the Father there is paternity and 
common spiration. Again, one relation exists in 
two persons, as common spiration in the Father 
and in the Son. Therefore relation is not the 
same as person. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher! 
“nothing is contained by itself.” But relation is 
in the person; nor can it be said that this oc- 
curs because they are identical, for otherwise 
relation would be also in the essence. Therefore 
relation, or property, is not the same as person 
in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, when several things are iden- 
tical, what is predicated of one is predicated of 
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the others. But all that is predicated of a person 
is not predicated of his property. For we say 
that the Father begets, but not that the pater- 
nity is begetting. Therefore property is not the 
same as person in God. 

On the contrary, in God “what is” and “where- 
by it is’ are the same, according to Boéthius (De 
Hebdom.).2 But the Father is Father by pater- 
nity. Therefore He is the same as paternity. In 
the same way, the other properties are the same 
as the persons. 

I answer that, Different opinions have been 
held on this point. Some have said’ that the 
properties are not the persons, nor in the per- 
sons; and these have thought thus owing to the 
mode of signification of the relations, which do 
not indeed signify existence 7m something, but 
rather existence towards something. Hence, they 
styled the relations “assistant,” as above ex- 
plained (9. xxviii, A. 2). But since relation, 
considered as really existing in God, is the divine 
essence Itself, and the essence is the same as 
person, as appears from what was said above 
(Q. XxXxIx, A. 1), relation must necessarily be 
the same as person. 

Others,‘ therefore, considering this identity, 
said that the properties were indeed the per- 
sons; but not 7 the persons; for, they said, there 
are no properties in God except in our way of 
speaking, as stated above (Q. xxxI1, A. 2). We 
must, however, say that there are properties in 
God, as we have shown (ibid.). These are desig- 
nated by abstract terms, being forms, as it were, 
of the persons. So, since the nature of'a form 
requires it to be zz that of which it is the form, 
we must say that the properties are in the 
persons, and-yet that they are the persons; 
as we say that the essence is in God, and yet is 
God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Person and property are really 
the same, but differ logically. Consequently, it 
does not follow that if one is multiplied, the 
other must also be multiplied. We must, how- 
ever, consider that in God, by reason of the 
divine simplicity, a twofold real identity exists 
as regards what in creatures are distinct. For, 
since the divine simplicity excludes the com- 
position of matter and form, it follows that in 
God the abstract is the same as the concrete, 
as Godhead and God. And as the divine sim- 
plicity excludes the composition of subject and 
accident, it follows that whatever is attributed 
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to. God is: His essence Itself;: and so, wisdom 
and power are the same in God, because they 
are both in the divine essence. According to this 
twofold identity, property in God is the same as 
person. For personal properties are the same as 
the persons because the abstract and the con- 
crete are the same in God, since they are the 
subsisting persons themselves, as paternity is 
the Father Himself, and filiation is the Son, and 
procession is the Holy Ghost. But the non-per- 
sonal properties are the same as the persons ac- 
cording to the other reason of identity, whereby 
whatever is attributed to God is His own es- 
sence. Thus, common spiration is the same as 
the person of the Father, and the person of the 
Son; not that it is one self-subsisting person, 
but that as there is one essence in the two per- 
sons, so also there is one property in the two 
persons, as above explained (Q. xxx, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. The properties are said to be in 
the essence only by mode of identity. But in the 
persons they exist by mode of identity, not 
merely in reality, but also in the mode of signifi- 
cation, as the form exists in its suppositum. 
Thus the properties determine and distinguish 
the persons, but not the essence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Notional participles and verbs 
signify the notional acts, and acts belong to 
supposita. Now, properties do not signify sup- 
posita, but forms of supposita. And so their 
mode of signification is against notional par- 
ticiples and verbs being predicated of the prop- 
erties. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Persons Are Dis- 
tinguished by the Relations? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the persons are not distin- 
guished by the relations. 

Objection 1, For simple things are distinct by 
themselves. But the persons are supremely sim- 
ple. Therefore they are distinguished by them- 
selves, and not by the relation. 

Obj. 2. Further, a form is distinguished only 
in relation to its genus. For white is distin- 
guished from black only by quality. But hypos- 
tasis signifies an individual in the genus of sub- 
stance. Therefore the hypostases cannot be dis- 
tinguished by relations. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is absolute comes be- 
fore what is relative. But the distinction of the 
divine persons is the primary distinction. There- 
fore the divine persons are not distinguished by 
the relations. 

O6j. 4. Further, whatever presupposes dis- 
tinction cannot be the first principle of distinc- 
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tion. But relation presupposes distinction, which 
comes into its definition; for a relation is what 
is towards another. Therefore the first distinc- 
tive principle in God cannot be relation. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Trin.) :* 
“Relation alone multiplies the Trinity” of the 
divine Persons. 

I answer that, In whatever multitude of 
things is found something common to all, it is 
necessary to seek out the principle of distinc- 
tion. So, as the three persons agree in the unity 
of essence, we must seek to know the principle 
of distinction whereby they are several. Now, 
there are two principles of difference between 
the divine persons, and these are origin and 
relation. Although these do not really differ, 
yet they differ in the mode of signification; 
for origin is signified by way of act, as gen- 
eration; and relation by way of the form, as 
paternity. 

Some,’ then, considering that relation follows 
upon act, have said that the divine hypostases 
are distinguished by origin, so that we may say 
that the Father is distinguished from the Son, 
because the former begets and the latter is be- 
gotten, Further, that the relations, or the prop- 
erties, make known the distinctions of the hy- 
postases or persons as resulting therefrom; as 
also in creatures the properties manifest the dis- 
tinctions of individuals, which distinctions are 
caused by the material principles. 

This opinion, however, cannot stand—for two 
reasons, I'irst, because, in order that two things 
be understood as distinct, their distinction must 
be understood as resulting from something in- 
trinsic to both; thus in things created it results 
from their matter or their form. Now origin of a 
thing does not designate anything intrinsic, but 
means the way from something, or to some- 
thing; as generation signifies the way to the 
thing generated, and as proceeding fron. the 
generator. Hence it is not possible that what is 
generated and the generator should be distin- 
guished by generation alone, but in the genera- 
tor and in the thing generated we must presup- 
pose whatever makes them to be distinguished 
from éach other. In a divine person there is 
nothing to presuppose but essence, and relation 
or property. Hence, since the persons agree in 
essence, it only remains to be said that the per- 
sons are distinguished from each other by the 
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selves Secondly, ‘because the distinction en 
the divine persons is not to be so understood as 
if what is common to them all is divided, be- 
cause the common essence remains undivided, 
but the distinguishing principles themselves 
must constitute the things which are distinct. 
Now the relations or the properties distinguish 
or constitute the hypostases or persons, since 
they are themselves the subsisting persons; as 
paternity is the Father, and sonship is the Son, 
because in God the abstract and the concrete do 
not differ. But it is against the notion of origin 
that it should constitute hypostasis or person. 
For origin taken in an active sense signifies 
proceeding from a subsisting person, so that 
it presupposes the latter; while in a passive 
sense origin, as nativity, signifies the way to a 
subsisting person, and as not yet constituting 
the person. 

It is therefore better to say that the persons 
or hypostases are distinguished rather by rela- 
tions than by origin. For, although in both ways 
they are distinguished, nevertheless in our mode 
of understanding they are distinguished chiefly 
and firstly by relations; hence this name Father 
signifies not only a property, but also the hy- 
postasis; but this term Begetter or Begetting 
signifies property only, because this name 
Father signifies the relation which is distinctive 
and constitutive of the hypostasis; and this 
term Begetter or Begotten signifies the origin 
which is not distinctive and constitutive of the 
hypostasis. 

Reply Obj. 1. The persons are the subsisting 
relations themselves. Hence it is not against the 
simplicity of the divine persons for them to be 
distinguished by the relations. 

Reply Obj. 2. The divine persons are not dis- 
tinguished as regards being, in which they sub- 
sist, nor in anything absolute, but only as re- 
gards something relative. Hence relation suffices 
for their distinction. 

Reply Obj. 3. The more prior a distinction is, 
the nearer it approaches to unity. and so it must 
be the least possible distinction. So the distinc- 
tion of the persons must be by that which dis- 
tinguishes the least possible; and this is by re- 
lation. 

Reply Obj. 4. Relation presupposes the dis- 
tinction of the supposita when it is an accident; 
but when the relation is subsistent. it does not 
presuppose, but brings about distinction. For 
when it is said that relation is to be towards an- 
other, the word “another” signifies the correla- 
tive which is not prior but simultaneous in the 
order of nature. 
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Pale -— the Hypostases Remain If 
the Relations Are Abstracted by the Intellect 
from the Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the hypostases remain if the 
properties or relations are abstracted by the in- 
tellect from the persons. 

Objection 1. For that to which something is 
added, may be understood when the addition is 
taken away; as for instance man is something 
added to animal which can be understood if ra- 
tional be taken away. But person is something 
added to hypostasis, for person is a hypostasis 
distinguished by a property of dignity. There- 
fore, if a personal property be taken away from 
a person, the hypostasis remains. 

Obj. 2. Further, that the Father is Father, and 
that He is someone, are not due to the same 
reason. For as He is the Father by paternity, 
supposing He is some one by paternity it would 
follow that the Son, in Whom there is not pa- 
ternity, would not be someone. So when pater- 
nity is mentally abstracted from the Father, He 
still remains someone—that is, a hypostasis. 
Therefore, if property be removed from person, 
the hypostasis remains. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. v, 
6):! “Unbegotten is not the same as Father; for 
if the Father had not begotten the Son, nothing 
would prevent Him being called unbegotten.” 
But if He had not begotten the Son, there would 
be no paternity in Him. Therefore, if paternity 
be removed, there still remains the hypostasis 
of the I'ather as unbegotten. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv) :? 
“The Son has nothing else than birth.” But He 
is Son by birth. Therefore, if sonship be re- 
moved, the Son's hypostasis no more remains, 
and the same holds as regards the other persons. 

I answer that, Abstraction by the intellect is 
twofold,—when the universal is abstracted from 
the particular, as animal abstracted from man; 
and when the form is abstracted from the mat- 
ter, as the form of a circle is abstracted by the 
Intellect from all sensible matter. 

The difference between these two abstractions 
consists in the fact that in the abstraction of the 
universal from the particular that from which 
the abstraction is made does not remain; for 
when the difference of rationality is removed 
fromm man, man no longer remains in the intel- 
lect, but animal alone remains. But in the ab- 
straction of the form from the matter, both the 
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form and the matter remain in the intellect; as, 
for instance, if we abstract the form of a circle 
from brass. there remains in our intellect sep- 
arately the understanding both of a circle and of 
brass. 

Now, although there is in reality no universal 
nor particular in God, nor form and matter, nev- 
ertheless, as regards the mode of signification 
there is a certain likeness of these things in God; 
and thus Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii, 
6)! that “substance is common and hypostasis 
is particular.” So, if we speak of the abstraction 
of the universal from the particular, the com- 
mon essence remains in the intellect if the prop- 
erties are removed; but not the hypostasis of 
the Father, which is, as it were, a particular. 

But, as regards the abstraction of the form 
from the matter, if the non-personal properties 
are removed, then the idea of the hypostases 
and persons remains; as, for instance, if the fact 
of the Father’s being unbegotten or spirating be 
abstracted by the intellect from the Father, the 
Father’s hypostasis or person remains, 

If, however, the personal property be re- 
moved by the intellect, the idea of the hypos- 
tasis no longer remains. For the personal prop- 
erties are not to be understood as added to the 
divine hypostases, as a form is added to a pre- 
existing subject, but they carry with them their 
own supposita, since they are themselves sub- 
sisting persons; thus paternity is the Father 
Himself. For hypostasis signifies something dis- 
tinct in God, since hypostasis means an individ- 
ual substance. So, as relation distinguishes and 
constitutes the hypostases, as above explained 
(a. 2), it Follows that if the personal relations 
are removed by the intellect, the hypostases no 
longer remain. 

Some, however, think, as above noted (A. 2), 
that the divine hypostases are not distinguished 
by the relations, but only by origin, so that the 
Father is a hypostasis because He is not from 
another, and the Son is a hypostasis because He 
is from another by generation. But the conse- 
quent relations which are to be regarded as 
properties of dignity, constitute the notion of 
person, and are thus called personal properties. 
Hence, if these relations are removed by the in- 
tellect, the hypostasis, but not the persons, re- 
main, 

But this is impossible, for two reasons: first, 
because the relations distinguish and constitute 
the hypostases, as shown above (a. 2); second- 
ly, because every hypostasis of a rational nature 
is a person, as appears from the definition of 
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Boéthius (De Duab. Natur.)? that, person is 
“the individual substance of a rational nature.” 
Hence, to have hypostasis and not person it 
would be necessary to abstract the rationality 
from nature, but not the property from the 
person. 

Reply 0b]. 1. Person does not add to hypos- 
tasis a distinguishing property absolutely, but a 
distinguishing property of dignity, all of which 
must be taken in place of a difference. Now, this 
distinguishing property is one of dignity be- 
cause it is understood as subsisting in a rational 
nature. Hence, if the distinguishing property be 
removed from the person, the hypostasis no 
longer remains, while it would remain were the 
rationality of the nature removed; for both per- 
son and hypostasis are individual substances. 
Consequently, in God the distinguishing rela- 
tion belongs to the notion of both. 

Reply Obj. 2. By paternity the Father is not 
only Father, but is a person, and is someone, or 
a hypostasis. It does not follow, however, that 
the Son is not someone or a hypostasis, just as it 
docs not follow that He is not a person. 

Reply Obj 3. Augustine does not mean to say 
that the hypostasis of the Father would remain 
as unbegotten if His paternity were removed, as 
if innascibility constituted and distinguished the 
hypostasis of the Father; for this would be im- 
possible, since being unbegotten says nothing 
positive and is only a negation, as he himself 
says.? But he speaks in a general sense, since 
not every unbegotten being is the Father, So, if 
paternity be removed, the hypostasis of the 
Father does not remain in God, as distinguished 
from the other persons, but only as distin- 
guished from creatures. And this is the way the 
Jews understand it. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Propertics Presuppose 
the Notional Acts? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: 
would seem that the notional acts are under- 
stood before the properties. 

Objection 1. For the Master of the Sentences 
says (1 Sent. p. xxvii)‘ that, “the Father al- 
ways’ is, because He begets the Son.” So it 
seems that generation precedes paternity in the 
order of understanding. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the understanding every 
relation presupposes that on which it is founded; 
as equality presupposes quantity. But paternity 
is a relation founded on the action of genera- 
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tion. Therefore paternity presupposes genera- 
tion. 

Obj. 3. Further, active generation is to pater- 
nity as nativity is to sonship. But sonship pre- 
supposes nativity, for the Son is so called be- 
cause He is born. Therefore paternity also pre- 
supposes generation. 

On the contrary, Generation is the operation 
of the person of the Father. But paternity con- 
stitutes the person of the Father. Therefore, in 
the order of understanding, paternity is prior to 
generation. 

I answer that, According to the opinion that 
the properties do not distinguish and constitute 
the hypostases, but only manifest them as al- 
ready distinct and constituted,! we must ab- 
solutely say that the relations in our mode of 
understanding follow upon: the notional acts, so 
that we can say, absolutely, that “because He 
begets, He is the Father.” 

A distinction, however, is needed if we sup- 
pose that the relations distinguish and consti- 
tute the divine hypostases. For origin has in God 
an active and passive signification—active, as 
generation is attributed to the Father, and spira- 
tion, taken for the notional act, is attributed to 
the Father and the Son; passive, as nativity is 
attributed to the Son, and procession to the 
Holy Ghost. For, in the order of understanding, 
origin, in the passive sense, precedes absolutely 
the personal properties of the person proceeding, 
because origin, as passively understood, signifies 
the way to a person constituted hv the property. 
Likewise, origin signified actively is prior in the 
order of understanding to the non-personal rela- 
tion of the person originating; as the notional 
act of spiration precedes, in the order of under- 
standing, the unnamed relative property com- 
mon to the Father and the Son. The personal 
property of the Father can be considered in a 
twofold sense: first, as a relation, and thus again 
in the order of understanding it presupposes the 
notional act, for relation, as such, is founded 
upon an act; secondly, according as it consti- 
tutes the person, and thus the notional act pre- 
supposes the relation, as an action presupposes 
a person acting. 

Reply Obj. 1. When the Master says that “be- 
cause He begets, He is Father,” the term 
“Father” is taken as meaning relation only, but 
not as signifying the subsisting person; for then 
it would be necessary to say conversely that be- 
cause He is Father He begets. 

Reply Obj. 2. This objection avails of pater- 
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nity as a relation, but not as constituting a per- 
son. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nativity is the way to the per- 
son of the Son; and so, in the order of under- 
standing, it precedes sonship, even as constitut- 
ing the person of the Son. But active generation 
signifies a proceeding from the person of the 
Father. Therefore it presupposes the personal 
property of the Father. 


QUESTION XLI 
OF THE PERSONS IN REFERENCE TO 
THE NOTIONAL ACTS 
(In Six Articles) 


WE now consider the persons in reference to the 
notional acts, concerning which six points of in- 
quiry arise: (1) Whether the notional acts are 
to be attributed to the persons? (2) Whether 
these acts are necessary or voluntary? (3) 
Whether as with regard to these acts a person 
proceeds from nothing or from something? (4) 
Whether in God there exists a power as regards 
the notional acts? (5) What this power means? 
(6) Whether several persons can be the term of 
one notional act? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Notional Acts Are To 
Be Attributed to the Persons? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the notional acts are not to be attri- 
buted to the persons. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Trin.) :? 
“Whatever is predicated of God, of whatever 
genus it be, becomes the divine substance, ex- 
cept what pertains to the relation.’”’ But action 
is one of the ten genera. Therefore, any action 
attributed to God belongs to His essence, and 
not to a notion. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. 
v, 4, 5)* that everything which is said of God, 
is said of Him as regards either His substance, 
or relation. But whatever belongs to the sub- 
stance is signified by the essential attrib- 
utes; and whatever belongs to the relations, 
by the names of the persons, or by the names of 
the properties. Therefore, beyond these, no- 
tional acts are not to be attributed to the per- 
sons. 

Ob). 3. Further, the property of action is of 
itself to cause passior® But we do not place pas- 
sions in God. Therefore neither are notional 
acts to be placed in God. 

On the contrary, Augustine (Fulgentius, De 
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Fide ad Petrum.ii}' says: “It'is a property of 
the Father to beget the Son.” But to beget is an 
act. Therefore notional acts are to be placed in 


‘I answer that, In the divine persons distinc- 
tion ‘is founded on origin. But origin can be 
properly designated only by certain acts. There- 
fore, to signify the order of origin in the divine 
persons, we must attribute notional acts to the 
persons. 

Reply Obj. 1. Every origin is designated by 
an act. In God there is a twofold order of origin: 
one, according as the creature proceeds from 
Him, and this is common to the three persons; 
and so those actions which are attributed to 
God to designate the proceeding of creatures 
from Him, belong to His essence. Another order 
of origin in God regards the procession of per- 
son from person, and so the acts which designate 
the order of this origin are called notional, be- 
cause the notions of the persons are the rela- 
tions of the persons to one another, as is clear 
from what was above explained (Q. XXXII, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 2. The notional acts differ from 
the relations of the persons only in their mode 
of signification, and in reality are entirely the 
same, Hence the Master says that generation 
and nativity “in other words are paternity and 
sonship” (1 Sent. p. xxvi).2 To see this, we 
must consider that the origin of one thing from 
another is first known from movement, for that 
anything be changed from its disposition by 
movement evidently arises from some cause. 
Hence action, in its primary sense, means origin 
of movement; for, as movement derived from 
another into a mobile object, is called passion, 
so the origin of movement itself as beginning 
from another and terminating in what is moved 
is called action. Hence, if we take away move- 
ment action implies nothing more than order of 
origin, in so far as action proceeds from some 
cause or principle to what is from that principle. 
Consequently, since in God no movement exists, 
the personal action of the one producing a per- 
son is only the reference of the principle to the 
person who is from the principle; which ref- 
erences are the relations, or the notions. Never- 
theless we cannot speak of devine and intel- 
ligible things except after the manner «f sensible 
things, from which we derive our knowledge, 
and wherein actions and passions, so far as these 
imply movement, differ from the relations which 
result from action and passion, and therefore it 
Was necessary to signify the relations of the 
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persons separately after the manner of act, and 
separately after the manner of relations. Thus 
it is evident that they are really the same, differ- 
ing only in their mode of signification. 

Reply 0b). 3. Action, so far as it means origin 
of movement, naturally involves passion; but 
action in that sense is not attributed to God. 
Hence, passions are attributed to Him only from 
a grammatical standpoint, and in accordance 
with our manner of speaking, as we attribute to 
beget to the Father, and to the Son to be be- 
gotten. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Notional Acts Are Vol- 
untary? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It would 
seem that the notional acts are voluntary. 

Objection 1. For Hilary says (De Synod.) :3 
“Not by natural necessity was the Father led to 
beget the Son.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle says, He trans- 
ferred us to the kingdom of the Son of His love 
(Col. 1. 13). But love belongs to the will. There- 
fore the Son was begotten of the Father by will. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is more voluntary 
than love. But the Holy Ghost proceeds as Love 
from the Father and the Son. Therefore He pro- 
ceeds voluntarily. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Son proceeds by mode of 
the intellect, as the Word. But every word pro- 
ceeds by the will from a speaker. Therefore the 
Son proceeds from the Father by will, and not 
by nature. 

Obj. 5. Further, what is not voluntary is neces- 
sary. Therefore if the Father begot the Son not 
by the will, it seems to follow that He begot 
Him by necessity; and this is against what 
Augustine says (Ad Orosium qu. vii).‘ 

On the contrary, Augustine says, in the same 
book,® that, “the Father begot she Son neither 
by will. nor by necessity.” 

I answer that, When anything is said to be, or 
to be made by the will, this can be understood in 
two sense*. In one sense, the ablative designates 
only concomitance, as I can say that Iam a man 
by my will—that is, I will to be a man; and in 
this way it can be said that the Father begot 
the Son by will, as also He is God by will, be- 
cause He wills to be God, and wills to beget the 
Son. In the other sense, the ablative expresses 
the relation of a principle, as it 1s said that the 
workman works by his will, as the will is the 
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principle of his work; .and thus in that sense. it 
must be said that God the Father did not beget 
the Son by His will; but that He produced the 
creature by His will..-Hence in the book De 
Synod,, it is said!: “If anyone say that the Son 
was made by the Will of God, as a creature is 
said to be made, let him be anathema.” 

The reason of this is that will and nature 
differ in their manner of causation, in such a 
way that nature is determined to one, while the 
will is not determined to one; and this because 
the effect is assimilated to the form of the 
agent, whereby the latter acts. Now it is mani- 
fest that of one thing there is only one natural 
form whereby it exists; and hence it will act 
according to the kind of thing it is. But the form 
whereby the will acts is not only one, but many, 
according to the number of notions understood. 
Hence what the will does is not dependent upon 
what kind of thing the agent is, but is what the 
agent wills and understands it to be. So the will 
is the principle of those things which may be 
this way or that way, but of those things which 
can be only in one way, the principle is nature. 

What, however, can exist in different ways is 
far from the divine nature, and belongs to the 
nature of a created being, because God is of 
Himself necessary being, whereas a creature is 
made from nothing. Thus, the Arians,? wishing 
to prove the Son to be a creature, said that the 
Father begot the Son by will, taking will in the 
sense of principle. But we, on the contrary, must 
assert that the Father begot the Son not by will, 
but by nature. Therefore Hilary says (De Sy- 
nod.)*: “The will of God gave to all creatures 
their substance: but perfect birth gave the Son 
a nature derived from a substance impassible 
and unborn. All things created are such as God 
willed them to be; but the Son, born of God 
subsists in the perfect likeness of God.” 

Reply Obj. 1. This saying is directed against 
those* who did not admit even the concomitance 
of the Father’s will in the generation of the Son, 
for they said that the Father begot the Son in 
such a manner by nature that the will to beget 
was wanting, just as we ourselves suffer many 
things against our will from natural necessity— 
as, for instance, death, old age, and like ills. This 
appears from what precedes and from what fol- 
lows as regards the words quoted, for thus we 
read: “Not against His will, nor as it were, 
forced, nor as if He were led by natural neces- 
sity did the Father beget the Son.” 

! Hilary (PL 10, 520). 
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Reply Obj. a. The: Apostle calls. Christ the 
Son-of the love of God, since He is superabyn- 
dantly loved by God; not, however, as if love: 
were the principle of the Son’s generation. 

Reply Obj. 3. The will, as a kind of nature, 
wills something naturally, as man’s will naturally 
tends to happiness; and likewise God naturally 
wills and loves Himself; but in regard to things 
other than Himself, the will of God is, in a way, 
undetermined in itself, as above explained (a. 
xIx, A. 3). Now, the Holy Ghost proceeds as 
Love, since God loves Himself, and hence He 
proceeds naturally, although He proceeds by 
mode of the will. 

Reply Obj. 4. Even as regards intellectual 
conceptions, a reduction is made to those first 
principles which are naturally understood. But 
God naturally understands Himself, and thus 
the conception of the divine Word is natural. 

Reply Obj. 5. A thing is said to be necessary 
of itself, and by reason of another. Taken in the 
latter sense, it has a twofold meaning: first, as 
an efficient and compelling cause, and thus neces- 
sary means what is violent; secondly, it means a 
final cause, when a thing is said to be necessary 
as the means to an end, so far as without it the 
end could not be attained, or, at least, so well 
attained. In neither of these ways is the divine 
generation necessary, because God is not the 
means to an end, nor is He subject to compul- 
sion. But a thing is said to be necessary “of it- 
self” which cannot not be; in this sense it is 
necessary for God to be, and in the same sense 
it is necessary that the Father beget the:Son. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Notional Acts Proceed 
from Something? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the notional acts do not pro- 
ceed from anything. 

Objection 1. For if the Father begets the Son 
from something, this will be either from Him- 
self or from something else. If from something 
else, since that from which a thing is generated 
exists in what is generated, it follows that some- 
thing different from the Father exists in the Son, 
and this contradicts what is laid down by Hilary 
(De Trin. vii)‘ that, “In them nothing diverse 
or different exists.” If the Father begets the Son 
from Himself, since again that from which a 
thing is generated, if it remains, receives as pred- 
icate the thing generated from it—just as we 
say, “The man is white,” since the man remains, 
when from not white he is made white—it fol- 
lows that either the Father does not remain 

5 PL 10. 232. 
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after the Son is begotten, or that the Father is 
the Son, which is false. Therefore the Father 
does not beget the Son from something, but 
from nothing. 

Obj. 2. Further, that from which anything is 
generated is the principle of what is generated. 
So if the Father generate the Son from His own 
essence or nature, it follows that the essence or 
nature of the Father is the principle of the Son. 
But it is not a material principle, because in God 
nothing material exists; and therefore it is, as 
it were, an active principle, as the begetter is the 
principle of the one begotten. Thus it follows 
that the essence generates, which was disproved 
above (Q. XXXIX, A. 5). 

06j. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 
6)! that “the three persons are not from the 
same essence, because the essence is not another 
thing from person.” But the person of the Son 
is not other than the essence. Therefore the Son 
is not from the Father’s essence. 

Obj. 4. Further, every creature is from 
nothing. But in Scripture the Son is called a 
creature; for it is said (Ecclus. 24. 5), in the 
person of the Wisdom begotten, J came out of 
the mouth of the Most High, the first-born be- 
fore all creatures; and further on (verse 14) it 
is said as ultered by the same Wisdom, I’rom 
the beginning, and before the world was I 
created. Therefore the Son was not begotten 
from something, but from nothing. Likewise we 
can object concerning the Holy Ghost, by rea- 
son of what is said (Zach. 12.1): Thus saith the 
Lord Who stretcheth forth the heavens, and 
layeth the foundations of the earth, and formeth 
the spirit of man within him; and (Amos 4. 13) 
according to another version (The Septuagint): 
I Who form the earth, and create the spirit. 

Qn the contrary, Augustine (Fulgentius, De 
Fide ad Petrum i, 2)? says: “God the Father, of 
His nature. without beginning, begot the Son 
equal to Himself.” 

I answer that, The Son was not begotten from 
nothing, but from the Father’s substance. For 
it was explained above (Q. XXVII, A. 2; Q. 
XXXIII, AA. 2,3) that paternity, sonship and na- 
tivity really and truly exist in God. Now, this is 
the difference between true generation, where- 
by one proceeds from another as a son, and 
making, that the maker makes something out of 
external matter, as a carpenter makes a bench 
out of wood, whereas a man begets a son from 
himself. Now, as a created workman makes a 
thing out of matter, so God makes things out 
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of nothing, as will be shown later on (Q. XLv, A. 
2), not as if this nothing were a part of the 
substance of the thing made, but because the 
whole substance of a thing is produced by Him 
without anything else whatever presupposed. 
So; were the Son to proceed from the Father as 
out of nothing, then the Son would be to the 
Father what the thing made is to the maker, to 
which, as is evident, the name of sonship would 
not apply except by a kind of likeness. Thus, if 
the Son of God proceeds from the Father out 
of nothing, He could not be properly and truly 
called the Son, whereas the contrary is stated 
(I John 5. 20): That we may be in His true 
Son Jesus Christ. Therefore the true Son of God 
is not from nothing; nor is He made, but be- 
gotten. 

That certain creatures made by God out of 
nothing are called sons of God is to be taken in 
a metaphorical sense, according to a kind of as- 
similation to Him Who is the true Son. And so, 
as He is the only true and natural Son of God, 
He is called the only begotten, according to 
John 1. 18, The only begotten Son, Who ts in 
the bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him; 
and so far as others are entitled sons of adop- 
tion by assimilation to Him, He is called the 
first begotten, according to Rom. 8. 29: Whom 
Ile foreknew He also predestinated to be made 
conformable te the image of ITis Son, that He 
might be the first born of many brethren. 

Therefore the Son of God is begotten of the 
substance of the Father, but not in the same 
way as man is born of man, for a part of the 
human substance in generation passes into the 
substance of the one begotten, whereas the di- 
vine nature cannot be parted. And so it neces- 
sarily follows that the Father in begetting the 
Son does not transmit any part of His nature, 
but communicates His whole nature to Him, the 
distinction only of origin remaining, as explained 
above (Q. XL, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. When we say that the Son was 
born of the Father, the preposition ‘“‘of” desig- 
nates a cunsubstantial generating principle, but 
not a material principle. For that which is pro- 
duced from matter is made by a change of form 
in that from which it is produced. But the divine 
essence is unchangeable, and is not able to re- 
ceive another form. 

Reply Obj. 2. When we say the Son is begot- 
ten of the essence of the Father, as the Master 
of the Sentences explains (1 Sent. p. v),3 this 
denotes the relation of a kind of active principle, 
and as he expounds, the Son is begotten of the 

= QR 1, 49. 
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essence of the Father—that is, of the Father 
Who is essence; and so Augustine says (De 
Trin. xv, 13).' “When I say of the Father Who 
is essence, it is the same as if I said more ex- 
plicitly, of the essence of the Father.” 

This, however, is not enough to explain the 
real meaning of the words. For we can say that 
the creature is from God Who is essence, but 
not that it is from the essence of God. So we 
may explain them otherwise, by observing that 
the preposition “of” (de) always denotes consub- 
stantiality. We do not say that a house is ‘‘of” 
(de) the builder, since he is not the consubstan- 
tial cause. We can say, however, that some- 
thing is “of” another if this is its consubstantial 
principle, no matter in what way it is so, whether 
it be an active principle, as the son is said 
to be of the father, or a material principle, 
as a knife is of jron; or a formal principle, 
at least in those things in which the forms are 
subsisting, and not accidental to another, for we 
can say that an angel is “of” an intellectual na- 
ture. In this way, then, we say that the Son 
is begotten of the essence of the Father, since 
the essence of the Father, communicated by 
generation, subsists in the Son. 

Reply Obj. 3. When we say that the Son is be- 
gotten of the essence of the Father, a term is 
added which saves the distinction. But when we 
say that the three persons are of the divine es- 
sence, there is nothing expressed to warrant the 
distinction signified by the preposition, so there 
is no parity of argument. 

Reply Obj. 4. When we say Wisdom was 
created. this may be understood not of Wisdom 
which is the Son of God, but of created wisdom 
given by God to creatures; for it is said, He 
ercated her (namely, Wisdom) in the Holy 
Ghost, and He poured her out over all His works 
(Ecclus. 1. 9, 10). Nor is it inconsistent for 
Scripture in one text to speak of the Wisdom be- 
gotten and wisdom created, for wisdom created 
is a kind of participation of the uncreated Wis- 
dom. The saying may also be referred to the 
created nature assumed by the Son, so that the 
sense be, “From the beginning and before the 
world was I made’’—that is, I was foreseen as 
united to the creature. Or the mention of wis- 
dom as both created and begotten conveys to us 
the mode of the divine generation; for in gen- 
eration what is generated receives the nature of 
the generator, and this pertains to perfection, 
whereas in creation the Creator is not changed, 
but the creature does not receive the Creator’s 
nature. Thus the Son is called both created and 

1 PL 42, 1076. 
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begotten, in order that from the idea of creation 
the immutability of the Father may be under- 
stood, and from generation the unity of nature 
in the Father and the Son. In this way Hilary 
expounds the sense of this text of Scripture (De 
Synod.).2 The other passages quoted do not 
refer to the Holy Ghost, but to the created 
spirit, sometimes called wind, sometimes air, 
sometimes the breath of man, sometimes also 
the soul, or any other invisible substance. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether in God There Is a Power 
With Regard to the Notional Acts? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that in God there is no power with 
regard to the notional acts. 

Objection 1. For every kind of power is either 
active, or passive, neither of which can be ap- 
plied here, since there is no passive power in 
God, as above explained (Q. xxv, A. 1); nor can 
active power belong to one person with respect 
to another, since the divine persons were not 
made, as stated above (A. 3). Therefore in God 
there is no power with respect to the notional 
acts. 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of power is what 
is possible. But the divine persons are not re- 
garded as possible, but as necessary. Therefore. 
as regards the notional acts, whereby the divine 
persons proceed, there cannot be power in God. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Son proceeds as the word, 
which is the concept of the intellect, and the 
Holy Ghost proceeds as love, which pertains to 
the will. But in God power is spoken of ‘iin rela- 
tion to effects, and not in relation to intellect 
and will. as stated above (Q. XXV, A. I ANS. 3, 4). 
Therefore, in-God power does not exist in rela- 
tion to the notional acts. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra 
Maxim. ii, 7):° “If God the Father could not 
beget a co-equal Son, where is the omnipotence 
of God the Father?” Power therefore exists in 
God with respect to the notional acts. 

I answer that, As the notional acts exist in 
God, so must there be also a power in God with 
respect to these acts, since power only means 
the principle of act. So, as we understand the 
Father to be principle of generation, and the 
Father and the Son to be the principle of spira- 
tion, we must attribute the power of generating 
to the Father, and the power of spiration to the 
Father and the Son; for the power of generation 
means that whereby the generator generates. 
Now every generator generates by something. 


2 PL 10, 494. 
®§ PL 42, 762. 


222 


Thetefore in every generator Wwe must suppose 
the power of generating, and in the spirator the 
power df spirating. — 

Reply Obj. 1. As a person, according to the 
notional acts, does not proceed as if made, so 
the power in God with respect to the notional 
acts has no reference to a person as if made, but 
only with respect to the person as proceeding. 

Reply Obj. 2. Possible, as opposed to what is 
necessary, is a consequence of a passive power, 
which does not exist in God. Hence, in God 
there is no such thing as possibility in this sense, 
but only in the sense of possible as contained in 
what is necessary; and in this latter sense it 
can be said that as it is possible for God to be, 
so also is it possible that the Son should be 
generated. 

Reply Obj. 3. Power signifies a principle, and 
a principle implies distinction from that of 
which it is the principle. Now we must observe 
a twofold distinction in things said of God: one 
ig a real distinction, the other is a distinction of 
reason only. By a real distinction. God by His 
essence is distinct from those things of which He 
is the principle by creation, just as one person 
is distinct from the other of which He is prin- 
ciple by a notional act. But in God the distinc- 
tion of action and agent is one of reason only, 
otherwise action would be an accident in God. 
And therefore with respect to those actions ac- 
cording to which certain things procced which 
are distinct from God, either personally or es- 
sentially, we may ascribe power to God in its 
proper notion of principle. And as we ascribe to 
God the power of creating, so we may ascribe 
the power of begetting and of spirating. But to 
understand and to will are not such actions as 
to designate the procession of something dis- 
tinct from God, either essentially or personally. 
Therefore, with regard to these actions we can- 
not ascribe power to God in its proper sense, 
but only after our way of understanding and 
speaking, since we designate by different terms 
the intellect and the act of understanding in 
God, whereas in God the act of understanding 
is His very essence and has no principle. 


ARTICLE 5, Whether the Power of Begetting Sig- 
nifies a Relation, and Not the Essence? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the power of begetting, or of 
spirating, signifies the relation and not the es- 
sence. 

Objection 1. For power signifies a principle, 
as appears from its definition; for active power 
is the principle of action, as we find in the Meta- 
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physics! But in God, principle with respect to 
Person is said notionally Therefore, in God, 
power does not signify essence but relation. 

Obj. 2. Further, in God, that which is possible 
(posse) and to act are not distinct. But in God, 
begetting signifies relation. Therefore, the same 
applies to the power of begetting. 

Obj. 3. Further, terms signifying the essence 
in God, are common to the three persons. But 
the power of begetting is not common to the 
three persons, but proper to the Father. There- 
fore it does not signify the essence. 

On the contrary, As God has the power to be- 
get the Son, so also He wills to beget Him. But 
the will to beget signifies the essence. Therefore, 
also, the power to beget. 

I answer that, Some have said? that the power 
to beget signifies relation in God, But this is not 
possible. For in every agent that is properly 
called power by which the agent acts. Now, 
everything that produces something by its ac- 
tion produces something like itself, as to the 
form by which it acts; just as man begotten is 
like his begetter in his human nature, in virtue 
of which the father has the power to beget a 
man. In every begetter, therefore, that is the 
power of begetting in which the begotten is like 
the begetter. Now the Son of God is like the 
Father, Who begets Him, in the divine nature. 
Therefore the divine nature in the Father is in 
Him the power of begetting. And so Hilary says 
(De Trin. v):5 “The birth of God cannot but 
contain that nature from which it proceeded; 
for He cannot subsist other than God, Who sub- 
sists from no other source than God.” 

We must therefore say that the power of be- 
getting signifies principally the divine essence 
as the Master says (1 Sent. p. vil).’ and not the 
relation only. Nor does it signify the essence as 
identified with the relation, so as to signify both 
equally. For although paternity is signified as 
the form of the Father, nevertheless it is a per- 
sonal property, being in relation to the person 
of the Father what the individual form is to the 
individual creature. Now the individual form 
in things created constitutes the person beget- 
ting but is not that by which the begetter begets; 
otherwise Socrates would beget Socrates. So 
neither can paternity be understood as that by 
which the Father begets. but as constituting the 
person of the Father; otherwise the Father 
would beget the Father But that by which the 
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Father begets is the divine nature, in which the 
Son is like to Him, And in this:‘sense Damascene 
says (De Fide Orthod.i, 8)' that ‘generation is 
the work of nature, not of nature as generating, 
but as that by which the generator generates.” 
And therefore the power of begetting signifies 
the divine nature directly, but the relation in- 
directly. 

Reply Obj. 1. Power does not signify the rela- 
tion itself of a principle. for thus it would be 
in the genus of relation, but it signifies that 
which is a principle; not, indeed. in the sense 
in which we call the agent a principle. but in the 
sense of being that by which the agent acts. Now 
the agent is distinct from that which it makes, 
and the generator from that which it generates, 
but that by which the generator generates is 
common to generated and generator, and so 
much more perfectly as the generation is more 
perfect. Since, therefore, the divine generation 
is most perfect, that by which the Begetter be- 
géts, is common to Begotten and Begetter and 
the same in number, and not only in species, as 
in things created. Therefore, from the fact that 
we say that the divine essence is the principle 
by which the Begetter begets, it does not follow 
that the divine essence is distinct, which would 
follow if we were to say that the divine essence 
begets. 

Reply Obj. 2. As in God, the power of be- 
getting is the same as the act of begetting, so 
the divine essence is the same in reality as the 
act of begetting or paternity, although there is 
a distinction of reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. When I speak of the power of 
begetting, power is signified directly, begetting 
indirectly, just as if I were to say, the essence of 
the Father. Therefore in respect of the essence 
which is signified, the power of begetting is com- 
mon to the three persons, but in respect of the 
notion that is connoted it is proper to the per- 
son of the Father. 


ARTICLE 6, Whether Several Persons Can Be the 
Term of One Notional Act? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It would 
seem that a notional act can be directed to sev- 
eral Persons, so that there may be several Per- 
sons begotten or spirated in God. 

Objection 1. For whoever has the power of be- 
getting can beget. But the Son has the power of 
begetting. Therefore He can beget. But He can 
not beget Himself. Therefore He can beget 
another son. Therefore there can be several 
Sons in God. 

17G o4, 812. 
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Obj...2.' Further, Augustine says (Contra 
Maxie, ii, 12) :* “The Son did not beget a Crea- 
tor; not that He could not, but that it behoved 
Him not,” 

Qbj. 3. Further, God the Father has greater 
power to beget than has a created father. But a 
man can beget several sons. Therefore God can 
also: the more so that the power of the Father 
is not diminished after begetting the Son. 

On the contrary, In God that which is pos- 
sible, and that which is do not differ. If, there- 
fore, in God it were possible for there to be 
several Sons, there would be several Sons. And 
thus there would be more than three Persons 
in God; which is heretical. 

I answer that, As Athanasius says,’ in God 
there is only “one Father, one Son, one Holy 
Ghost.” For this four reasons may be given. | 

The first reason is in regard to the relations 
by which alone are the Persons distinct. For 
since the divine Persons are the relations them- 
selves as subsistent, there would not be several 
Fathers, or several Sons in God, unless there 
were more than one paternity, or more than 
one sonship. And this, indeed, would not be 
possible except owing to a material distinction, 
since forms of one species are not multiplied ex- 
cept in respect of matter, which is not in God. 
Therefore there can be but one subsistent son- 
ship in God, just as there could be but one ea 
sistent whiteness. 

The second reason is taken from the manner 
of the processions. For God understands and 
wills all things by one simple act. Therefore 
there can be but one person proceeding after the 
manner of word, which person is the Son; and 
but one person proceeding after the manner of 
love, which person is the Holy Ghost. 

The third reason is taken from the manner in 
which the persons proceed. For the persons pro- 
ceed naturally, as we have said (A. 2), and na- 
ture is determined to one. 

The fourth reason is taken from the perfec- 
tion of the divine persons. For this reason is the 
Son perfect, that the entire divine sonship is 
contained in Him, and that there is but one 
Son. The argument is similar in regard to the 
other persons. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although we can grant abso- 
lutely that the Son has the same power as the 
Father, we cannot grant that the Son has the 
power generandi (of begetting) thus taking gen- 
erandi as the gerund of the active verb, so that 
the sense would be that the Son has the power 

2 PL 42, 768. 

3 Creed, “Quicumgque” (MA a1, 1354; DZ 39). 


224 


to beget. Just as, although Father and Son have 
the same being, it does not follow that the Son 
is the Father, by reason of the notional term 
added. But if the word generandi (of being be- 
gotten) is taken as the gerundive of the passive 
verb, the power generandi is in the Son—that is, 
the power of being begotten. The same is to be 
said if it be taken as the gerundive of an im- 
personal verb, so that the sense would be the 
power of generation—that is, a power by which 
it is generated by some person. 

Reply Obj, 2. Augustine does not mean to say 
by those words that the Son could beget a Son, 
but that if He did not, it was not because He 
could not, as we shall see later on (Q. XLII, A. 6 
Ans. 3). 

Reply Obj. 3. Divine perfection and the im- 
materiality in God require that there cannot be 
several Sons in God, as we have explained. 
Therefore that there are not several Sons is not 
due to any lack of power to beget in the Father. 


QUESTION XLII 
OF EQUALITY AND LIKENESS AMONG 
THE DIVINE PERSONS 
(In Six Articles) 


WE now have to consider the persons as com- 
pared to one another: first, with regard to 
equality and likeness; secondly, with regard to 
mission (Q. xLu1). Concerning the first there 
are six points of inquiry. 

(1) Whether there is equality among the di- 
vine persons? (2) Whether the person who pro- 
ceeds is equal to the one from Whom He pro- 
ceeds in eternity? (3) Whether there is any 
order among the divine persons? (4) Whether 
the divine persons are equal in greatness? (5) 
Whether the one divine person Is in another? 
(6) Whether they are equal in power? 


ARTICLE 1, Whether There Is Equality in God? 


We proceed thus to the irst Article: It would 
seem that equality does not apply to the divine 
persons. 

Objection 1. For equality is in relation to 
things which are “‘one in quantity” as the Philos- 
opher says.' But in the divine persons there is 
no quantity, neither continuous intritsic quan- 
tity, which we call size, nor continuous extrin- 
sic quantity, which we call place and time. 
Nor can there be equality by reason of discrete 
quantity, because two persons are more than 
one. Therefore equality does not apply to the 
divine persons. 

1 Metaphysics, V, 15 (1021"12). 
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Obj. 2. Further, the divine persons are of one 
essence, as we have said (Q. XxXXIXx, A. 2). Now 
essence is signified by way of form. But agree- 
ment in form makes things alike, not equal. 
Therefore, we may speak of likeness in the di- 
vine persons, but not of equality. 

Obj. 3. Further, things wherein there is to be 
found equality are equal to one another, for 
equality is reciprocal. But the divine per- 
sons cannot be said to be equal to one an- 
other. For as Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
10):* “If an image answers perfectly to that 
whereof it is the image, it may be said to be 
equal to it; but that which it represents cannot 
be said to be equal to the image.” But the Son 
is the image of the Father, and so the Father 1s 
not equal to the Son. Therefore equality is not 
to be found among the divine persons. 

Obj. 4. Further, equality is a relation. But no 
relation is common to the three persons, for 
the persons are distinct by reason of the rela- 
tions. Therefore equality is not becoming to the 
divine persons. 

On the contrary, Athanasius says® that “the 
three persons are co-eternal and co-equal to one 
another.” 

I answer that, We must admit equality among 
the divine persons. For, according to the Philos- 
opher,‘ equality signifies ‘the negation of greater 
or less.” Now we cannot admit anything greater 
or less in the divine persons; for as Boéthius 
says (De Trin. i):5 “They must admit a dif- 
ference”—namely, of Godhead—‘“who speak of 
either increase or decrease, as the Arians do, 
who sunder the Trinity by distinguishing de- 
grees as of numbers, thus involving a plurality.” 
Now the reason of this is that unequal things 
cannot have the same quantity. But quantity, 
in God, Js nothing else than His essence. There- 
fore it follows, that if there wer any inequality 
in the divine persons, they would not have the 
same essence; and thus the three persons would 
not be one God, which is impossible. We must 
therefore admit equality among the divine per- 
sons. 

Reply Ob7. 1. Quantity is twofold. There is 
quantity of bulk or dimensive quantity, which 
is to be found only in corporeal things, and has, 
therefore, no place in God. There is also quan- 
tity of virtue, which is measured according to 
the perfection of some nature or form; to this 
sort of quantity we allude when we speak of 
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something as being more, or less, hot, in so far 
as it is more, or Jess, perfect in heat. Now this 
virtual quantity is measured first by its source 
-—that is, by the perfection of that form or na- 
ture, and this is the greatness of spiritual things, 
just as we speak of great heat on account of its 
intensity and perfection. And so Augustine says 
(De Trin. vi, 8)' that “in things which are great, 
but not in bulk, to be greater is to be better,” 
for the more perfect a thing is, the better it is. 
Secondly, virtual quantity is measured by the 
effects of the form. Now the first effect of form 
is being, for ever\'thing has being by reason of 
its form. The second effect is operation, for 
every agent acts through its form. Consequently 
virtual quantity is measured both in regard to 
being and in regard to action; in regard to being, 
in so far as things of a more perfect nature are 
of longer duration, and in regard to action, in so 
far as things of a more perfect nature are more 
powerful to act. And so as Augustine (Fulgen- 
tius, De Fide ad Petrum, i)? says: We under- 
stand equality to be in the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, “inasmuch as no one of them either 
precedes in cternity, or excels in greatness, or 
surpasses in power.” 

Reply Obj. 2. Where we have equality with 
respect to virtual quantity, equality includes 
likeness and something besides, because it ex- 
cludes excess. For whatever things have a com- 
mon form may he said to be alike, even if they 
do not participate in that form equally, just as 
the air may he said to be like fire in heat; but 
they cannot be said to be equal, if one partici- 
pates in the form more perfectly than another. 
And because not only is the same nature in both 
Father and Son, but also because it is in both 
in perfect equality, therefore we say not only 
that the Son is like to the Father, in order to ex- 
clude the error of Eunomius,’ but also that He 
is equal to the Father to exclude the error of 
Arius.* 

Reply Obj. 3. Equality or likeness in God may 
be designated in two ways—namely, by nouns 
and by verbs. When designated by nouns, 
equality in the divine persons is mutual, and so 
is likeness; for the Son is equal and like to the 
Father, and conversely. This is because the 
divine essence is not more the Father’s than the 
Son’s. Hence, just as the Son has the greatness 
of the Father, and js therefore equal to the 
Father, so the Father has the greatness of the 
Son, and is therefore equal to the Son. But in 

IPL 42, 929. ?PL 6s, 674. 

2 Cf. Augustine, De Hares., 54 (PL 42, 40). 

4 Tbid., Sect. 49 (PL 42, 39). 


235. 
reference to creatures, Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. ix) :5 “Equality and likeness are not mu- 
tual.” For things caused are said to be like their 
causes because they have the form of their 
causes, but not conversely, for the form is prin- 
cipally in the cause, and secondarily in the thing 
caused. 

But verbs signify equality with movement. 
And although movement is not in God, there is 
something that receives. Since, therefore, the 
Son receives from the Father, this, namely, that 
He is equal to the Father, and not conversely, 
for this reason we say that the Son is equalled 
to the Father, but not conversely. 

Reply Obj. 4. In the divine persons there is 
nothing for us to consider but the essence which 
they have in common and the relations in which 
they are distinct. Now equality implies both— 
namely, distinction of persons, for nothing can 
be said to be equal to itself; and unity of es- 
sence, since for this reason are the persons equal 
to one another, that they are of the same great- 
ness and essence. Now it is clear that the rela- 
tion of a thing to itself is not a real relation. 
Nor, again, is one relation referred to another by 
a further relation; for when we say that paterni- 
ty is opposed to sonship, opposition is not a re- 
Jation mediating between paternity and sonship. 
For in both these cases relation would be multi- 
plied indefinitely. Therefore equality and like- 
ness in the divine persons is not a real relation 
distinct from the personal relations: but in its 
meaning it includes both the relations which dis- 
tinguish the persons and the unity of essence. 
For this reason the Master says (1 Sent. p. 
xxx1)® that in these “‘it is only the terms that are 
relative.” 


ArTICLE 2. Whether the Person Proceeding Is 
Co-Eternal With His Principle, As the Son 
With the Father? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the person proceeding is not 
co-eternal with His principle, as the Son with 
the Father. 

Objection 1. For Arius gives twelve modes of 
generation.’ The first mode is like the issue of a 
line from a point, wherein is wanting equality of 
simplicity. The second is like the emission of 
rays from the sun, wherein is absent equality of 
nature. The third is like the mark or impression 
made by a seal. wherein is wanting consubstan- 
tiality and power of making. The fourth is the 
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infusion of a good will from God, wherein also 
consubstantiality is wanting.. The fifth is the 
emanation of an accident from its subject; but 
the accident has no subsistence. The sixth is the 
abstraction of a species from matter, as sense 
receives the species from the sensible thing, 
wherein is wanting equality of spiritual simplic- 
ity. The seventh is the stirring of the will by 
knowledge, which stimulation is merely tempo- 
ral. The eighth is transformation, as an image is 
made of brass; which transformation is mate- 
rial. The ninth is motion from a mover; and 
here again we have effect and cause. The tenth 
is the taking of species from genera; but this 
mode has no place in God, for the Father is not 
predicated of the Son as the genus of a species. 
The eleventh is the realization of an idea (idea- 
tio), as an external box arises from the one in 
the mind. The twelfth is birth, as a man is be- 
gotten of his father; which implies priority and 
posteriority of time. Thus it is clear that equali- 
ty of nature or of time is absent in every mode 
whereby one thing is from another, So if the Son 
is from the Father, we must say that He is less 
than the Father, or later than the Father, or 
both. 

Qbj. 2. Further, everything that comes from 
another has a principle. But nothing eternal has 
a principle. Therefore the Son is not eternal; 
nor is the Holy Ghost. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything which is cor- 
rupted ceases to be. Hence everything generated 
begins to be; for the end of generation is exist- 
ence. But the Son is generated by the Father. 
Therefore He begins to be, and is not co-eternal 
with the Father. 

Obj. 4. Further, if the Son be begotten by the 
Father, either He is always being begotten, or 
there is some instant in which He is begotten If 
He is always being begotten, since during the 
process of generation a thing must be imperfect, 
as appears in successive things which are always 
in process of becoming, as time and motion, it 
follows that the Son must be always imperfect, 
which cannot be admitted. Thus there is an in- 
stant to be assigned for the begetting of the 
Son, and before that moment the Son did not 
exist. 

On the contrary, Athanasius declires' that 
“all the three persons are co-eternal with each 
other.” 

I answer that, We must say that the Son is co- 
eternal with the Father. In proof of this we must 
consider that for a thing which proceeds from 
a principle to be posterior to its principle may 
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be due to two reasons: one on the part:of the 
agent, and the other on the part of the action. 
On the part of the agent this happens differently 
as regards free agents and natural agents. In 
free agents, on account of the choice of time; 
for as a free agent can choose the form it gives 
to the effect, as stated above (Q. XLI, A. 2), so it 
can choose the time in which to produce its ef- 
fect. In natural agents, however, the same thing 
happens because the agent does not have its per- 
fection of natural power from the very first, but 
obtains it after a certain time; as, for instance, 
a man ls not able to generate from the very first. 
Considered on the part of action, anything de- 
rived from a principle cannot exist simultane- 
ously with its principle when the action is suc- 
cessive. So, given that an agent, as soon as it ex- 
ists, begins to act thus, the effect would not 
exist in the same instant, but in the instant of 
the action’s termination. Now it is manifest, ac- 
cording to what has been said (q. XLI, A. 2), 
that the Father does not beget the Son by will, 
but by nature; and also that the Father’s nature 
was perfect from eternity; and again that the 
action whereby the Father produces the Son is 
not successive, because thus the Son of God 
would be successively generated, and this gen- 
eration would be material, and accompanied 
with movement, which is impossible. Therefore 
we conclude that the Son existed whenever the 
Father existed; and thus the Son is co-eternal 
with the Father, and likewise the Holy Ghost is 
co-eternal with both. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (De Verbis 
Domini, Serm. 117) ,? no mode of the procession 
of any creature perfectly represents the divine 
generation. Hence we need to gather a likeness 
of it from many of these modes, so that what is 
wanting in one may be somewhat supplied from 
another; and thus it is declared in the council of 
Ephesus.’ ‘Let Splendour tell thee that the co- 
eternal Son existed always with the Father; let 
the Word announce the impassibility of His 
Birth; let the name Son insinuate His consub- 
stantiality.” Yet, above them all the procession 
of the word from the intellect represents it more 
exactly, since the intellectual word is not pos- 
terior to its source except in an intellect passing 
from potency to act; and this cannot be said of 
God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Eternity excludes the principle 
of duration, but not the principle of origin. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every corruption is a change; 
and so all that corrupts begins not to be and 
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ceases to ‘be. The divine generation, however, is 
not ‘changed, ‘as stated above (Q. XXvII, A. 2). 
Hence the Son is ever being begotten, and the 
Father is always begetting. 

Reply 06). 4. In time there is something in- 
divisible—namely, the instant; and there is 
something else which endures—namely, time. 
But in eternity the indivisible now stands al- 
ways still, as we have said above (Q. x, A. 2, 
Ans. I, A. 4, AnS. 2). But the generation of the 
Son is not in the now of time, or in time, but in 
eternity. And so to express the presentiality and 
permanence of eternity, we can say that “He is 
ever being born,” as Origen said (Hom. in John 
1).! But as Gregory? and Augustine? said, it is 
better to say “ever born,” so that “ever” may 
denote the permanence of eternity, and “born” 
the perfection of the only Begotten. Thus, there- 
fore, neither is the Son imperfect, nor was there 
a time when He was not, as Arius said.‘ 


ARTICLE 3. Whether in the Divine Persons 
There Exists an Order of Nature? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that among the divine persons there 
does not exist an order of nature. 

Objection 1. For whatever exists in God is 
the essence, or a person, or a notion. But the 
order of nature does not signify the essence, nor 
any of the persons, or notions. Therefore there 
is no order of nature in God. 

Obj. 2. Further, wherever order of nature ex- 
ists, one comes hefore another, at least, accord- 
ing to nature and intellect. But in the divine per- 
sons “there exists neither priority nor posterior- 
ity,” as declared by Athanasius.® Thercfore, in 
the divine persons there is no order of nature. 

Obj, 3. Further, wherever order exists, distinc- 
tion also exists. But there is no distinction in the 
divine nature. Therefore it is not subject to or- 
der, and order of nature does not exist in it. 

Obj. 4. Further, the divine nature is the divine 
essence. But there is no order of essence in God. 
Therefore neither is there of nature. 

On the contrary, Where plurality exists with- 
out order, confusion exists. But in the divine 
persons there is no confusion, as Athanasius 
says.® Therefore in God order exists. 

I answer that, Order always has reference to 


1 Hom., tx (PG 13, 357). 

2 Moral., xxix, chap. 1 (PL 76, 477). 

*83 Quaest., qu. 37 (PL 40, 27). 

4Cf. Athanasius, Contra Arianos, Orat. 1 (PG 26, 19); 
Alexander, Episi. De Ariana Haeres. (PG 18, 573; MA 2, 
796). 

6 a Creed “Quicumque” (MA rz, 13543; DZ 39). 

er: 


aa. 
some principle, Therefore since there are many 
kinds of principle—namely, according to site, as 
a point; according to intellect, as the principle 
of demonstration; and according to individual 
causes—so are there many kinds of order. Now 
principle according to origin, without priority, 
is asserted in God as we have stated (Q. XXXII, 
A. 1); so there must likewise be order according 
to origin, without priority; and this is called the 
order of nature, in the words of Augustine (Con- 
tra Maxim.) :" “Not whereby one is prior to an- 
other, but whereby one is from another.” 

Reply Obj. 1. The order of nature signifies 
the notion of origin in general, not a special kind 
of origin. 

Reply Obj. 2. In things created, even when 
what is derived from a principle is coeval in 
duration with its principle, the principle still 
comes first according to nature and reason, if 
we consider the principle. If, however, we con- 
sider the relations of cause and effect, or of the 
principle and the thing proceeding from it, it is 
clear that the things so related are simultaneous 
in nature and reason, since the one enters the 
definition of the other. But in God the relations 
themselves are the persons subsisting in one na- 
ture. So, neither on the part of the nature, nor on 
the part of the relations, can one person be prior 
to another, not even according to nature and 
reason. . 

Reply Obj. 3. The order of nature means not 
the ordering of nature itself, but the existence 
of order in the divine Persons according to 
natura] origin. : 

Reply Obj. 4. Nature in a certain way implies 
the notion of a principle, but essence does not; 
and so the order of origin is more correctly 
called the order of nature than the order of 
essence, 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Son Is Equal to the 
Father in Greatness? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the Son is not equal to the 
Father in greatness. 

Objection 1. For He Himself said (John 14. 
28): The Father is greater than I ; and the Apos- 
tle says (I Cor. 15. 28): The Son Himself shall 
be subject to Him that put all things under 
Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, Paternity is part of the Fa- 
ther’s dignity. But paternity does not belong to 
the Son. Therefore the Son does not possess all 
the Father’s dignity; and so He is not equal in 
greatness to the Father. 
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Obj. 3. Further, wherever there exist a whole 
and a part, many parts are more than one only, 
or than fewer parts; as three men are more than 
two, or than one. But in God a universal whole 
exists, and a part; for under relation or notion, 
several notions are included. Therefore, since in 
the Father there are three notions, while in the 
Son there are only two, the Son is evidently not 
equal to the Father. 

On the contrary, It is said (Phil. 2. 6): He 
thought it not robbery to be equal with God. 

I answer that, The Son is necessarily equal to 
the Father in greatness. For the greatness of God 
is nothing but the perfection of His nature. 
Now it belongs to the very nature of paternity 
and sonship that the Son by generation should 
attain to the possession of the perfection of the 
nature which is in the Father, in the same way 
as it is in the Father Himself. But since in men 
generation is a certain kind of change of one pro- 
ceeding from potency to act, it follows that a 
man is not equal at first to the father who be- 
gets him, but attains to equality by due growth, 
unless owing to a defect in the principle of gen- 
eration it should happen otherwise. From what 
precedes (Q. XXVII, A. 2; Q. XXXIII, AA. 2, 3), it 
is evident that in God there exist proper and 
true paternity and sonship. Nor can we say that 
the power of generation in the Father was defec- 
tive, or that the Son of God arrived at perfection 
in a successive manner and by change. There- 
fore we must say that the Son was eternally 
equal to the Father in greatness. Hence, Hilary 
says (De Synod., Can. 27):'! “Remove bodily 
weakness, remove the beginning of conception, 
remove pain and all human shortcomings. then 
every son, by reason of his natural nativity, is 
the father’s equal, because he has a like nature.” 

Reply Obj. 1. These words are to be under- 
stood of Christ’s human nature, wherein He is 
less than the Father, and subject to Him; but in 
His divine nature He is equal to the Father. 
This is expressed by Athanasius,” ‘“‘Equal to the 
Father in His Godhead; less than the Father in 
humanity; and by Hilary (De Trin. ix) :3 “By 
the authority of giving, the Father is greater; 
but He is not less to Whom the same being is 
given”; and (De Synod.):4 “The Son subjects 
Himself by His inborn piety”’—that is, by His 
recognition of paternal authority, whereas ‘“‘crea- 
tures are subject by their created weakness.” 

Reply Obj. 2. Equality is measured by great- 
ness. In God greatness signifies the perfection 
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of nature, as above explained (A. 1, ans. 1), and 
belongs to the essence. Thus equality and like- 
ness in God have reference to the essence; nor 
can there be inequality or unlikeness arising 
from the distinction of the relations. For which 
reason Augustine says (Contra Maxum. ii, 18),§ 
“The question of origin is, Who is from whom? 
but the question of equality is, Of what kind, or 
how great, is he?” Therefore, paternity is the 
Father’s dignity, as also the Father’s essence, 
since dignity is something absolute, and per- 
tains to the essence. As, therefore, the same es- 
sence, which in the Father is paternity, in the 
Son is sonship, so the same dignity which, in the 
Father is paternity, in the Son is sonship. It is 
thus true to say that the Son possesses whatever 
dignity the Father has; but we cannot argue— 
the Father has paternity, therefore the Son has 
paternity, for there is a transition from sub- 
stance to relation. For the Father and the Son 
have the same essence and dignity, which exist 
in the Father by the relation of giver and in the 
Son by the relation of receiver. 

Reply Obj. 3. in God relation is not a univer- 
sal whole, although it is predicated of many re- 
lations, because all the relations are one in es- 
sence and being, which is irreconcilable with the 
notion of universal, the parts of which are dis- 
tinguished in being. Person likewise is not a uni- 
versal term in God as we have seen above (a. 
XXX, A. 4, Ans. 3). Therefore all the relations 
together are not greater than only one; nor are 
all the persons something greater than only one, 
because the whole perfection of the divine na- 
ture exists in each person. 


ArTICLE 5. Whether the Son Is in the Father, 
and Conversely? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the Son is nt in the Father 
and conversely. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher® gives eight 
modes of one thing existing in another, accord- 
ing to none of which is the Son in the Father, or 
conversely, as is clear to anyone who examines 
each mode. Therefore the Son and the Father 
are not in each other. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing that has come out 
from another is within it. But the Son from 
eternity came out from the Father, according to 
Micheas 5. 2: His going forth is from the be- 
ginning, from the days of eternity. Therefore 
the Son is not in the Father. 

Obj. 3. Further, one of two opposites cannot 
be in the other. But the Son and the Father are 
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relatively opposed. Therefore one cannot be in 
the other. 

On the contrary, It is said (John 14. 10): J 
am in the Father, and the Father is in Me. 

I answer that, There are three points of con- 
sideration as regards the Father and the Son: 
the essence, the relation, and the origin; and 
according to each the Son and the Father are in 
each other. The Father is in the Son by His es- 
sence, because the Father is His own essence, 
and communicates His essence to the Son not by 
any change on His part. Hence it follows that as 
the Father’s essence is in the Son, the Father 
Himself is in the Son, likewise, since the Son is 
His own essence, it follows that He Himself is tn 
the Father in Whom is His essence. This is ex- 
pressed by Hilary (De Trin. v),) “The un- 
changeable God, so to speak, follows His own 
nature in begetting an unchangeable subsisting 
God. So we understand the nature of God to 
subsist in Him, for He is God in God.” It is also 
manifest that as regards the relations, each of 
two relative opposites is in the understanding 
of the other. Regarding origin also, it is clear 
that the procession of the intelligible word is 
not something external, but remains in the 
speaker of the word. What also is said by the 
word is contained in the word. And the same 
applies to the Holy Ghost. 

Reply Obj. 1. What is in creatures does not 
sufficiently represent what exists in God; so ac- 
cording to none of the modes enumerated by the 
Philosopher are the Son and the Father in each 
other. The mode the most nearly approaching 
to the reality is to be found in that whereby 
somcthing exists in its originating principle, ex- 
cept that the unity of essence between the prin- 
ciple and that which proceeds from it is wanting 
in things created. 

Reply 0bj. 2. The Son’s going forth from the 
Father is according to the mode of the interior 
procession whereby the word emerges from the 
heart and remains in it. Hence this going forth 
in God is only by the distinction of the rela- 
tions. not by any kind of essential separation. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Father and the Son are 
relatively opposed, but not essentially, while, as 
above explained, one relative opposite is in 
the other. 


ArTICLE 6. Whether the Son Is Equal to the 
Father in Power? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It would 
seem that the Son is not equal to the Father in 
power. 
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Objection 1. For it is said (John 5. 19): The 
Son cannot do anything of Himself but what He 
seeth the Father doing. But the Father can act 
of Himself. Therefore the Father’s power is 
greater than the Son’s. 

Obj. 2. Further, greater is the power of him 
who commands and teaches than of him who 
obeys and hears. But the Father commands the 
Son according to John 14. 31: As the Father 
gave Me commandment, so do J. The Father 
also teaches the Son: The Father loveth the Son, 
and showeth Him all things that Himself doth 
(John 5. 20). Also, the Son hears: As J hear, so 
I judge (John 5. 30). Therefore, the Father has 
greater power than the Son. 

Obj. 3. Further, it belongs to the Father’s 
omnipotence to be able to beget a Son equal to 
Himself. For Augustine says (Contra Maxim. 
ii, 7),? “Were He unable to beget one equal to 
Himself, where would be the omnipotence of 
God the Father?” But the Son cannot beget a 
Son, as proved above (q. XLI, A. 6, Ans. 1, 2). 
Therefore the Son cannot do all that belongs to 
the Father’s omnipotence; and hence He is not 
equal to Him in power. 

On the contrary, It is said (John 5. 19): 
Whatsocver things the Father doth, these the 
Son also doth in like manner. 

I answer that, The Son is necessarily equal to 
the Father in power. Power of action is a conse- 
quence of perfection of nature. In creatures, for 
instance, we sce that the more perfect the na- 
ture, the greater power is there for action. Now 
it was shown above (A. 4) that the very notion 
of the divine paternily and sonship requires that 
the Son should be the Father’s equal in great- 
ness—that is, in perfection of nature. Hence it 
follows that the Son is equal to the Father in 
power; and the same applies to the Holy Ghost 
in relation to both. 

Reply Obj. 1. The words, the Son cannot of 
Himself do anything, do not withdraw from the 
Son any power possessed by the Father, since it 
is immediately added, Whatsoever things the 
Father doth, the Son doth in like manner; but 
their meaning is to show that the Son derives 
His power from the Father, of Whom He re- 
ceives His nature. Hence, Hilary says (De Trin. 
ix),° “The unity of the divine nature implies that 
the Son so acts of Himself (per se), that He 
does not act by Himself (a se).” 

Reply Obj. 2. The Father’s “showing” and the 
Son’s “hearing” are to be taken in the sense that 
the Father communicates knowledge to the Son, 
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just as He communicates His essence. The com- 
mand of the Father can bé' explained in the 
same sense, as giving Him from eternity knowl- 
edge and will to act, by begetting Him. Or, pref- 
erably, this may be referred to Christ in His hu- 
man nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the same essence is paternity 
in the Father, and sonship in the Son, so by 
the same power the Father begets, and the Son 
is begotten. Hence it is clear that the Son can 
do whatever the Father can do; yet it does not 
follow that the Son can beget, for to argue thus 
would imply transition from substance to rela- 
tion, for generation signifies a divine relation. 
So the Son has the same power as the Father, 
but with another relation; the Father possessing 
power as giving. signified when we say that He 
is able to beget, while the Son possesses the 
power as receiving, signified by saying that He 
can be begotten. 


QUESTION XLIII 
THE MISSION OF THE DIVINE PERSONS 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE next consider the mission of the divine per- 
sons, concerning which there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether it is suitable for a divine 
person to be sent? (2) Whether mission is eter- 
nal, or only temporal? (3) In what sense a di- 
vine person is invisibly sent? (4) Whether it is 
fitting that each person be sent? (5) Whether 
both the Son and the Holy Ghost are invisibly 
sent? (6) To whom the invisible mission is di- 
rected? (7) Of the visible mission. (8) Whether 
any person sends Himself visibly or invisibly? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether a Divine Person Can Be 
Suitably Sent? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that a divine person cannot be suitably 
sent. 

Objection 1. For one who is sent is less than 
the sender. But one divine person is not less 
than another. Therefore one person is not sent 
by another. 

Obj. 2. Further. what is sent is separated from 
the sender; hence Jerome says,! commenting 
on Ezechiel 16. 53: ‘What is joined and tied in 
one body cannot be sent.” But in the divine per- 
sons “there is nothing that is separable,” as 
Hilary says (De Trin. vii).? Therefore one per- 
son is not sent by another. 

067-3. Further, whoever is sent, departs from 
one place and comes again into another. But 
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this. does not apply to a divine person, Who is 
everywhere, Therefore it is not suitable for a 
divine person to be sent. 

On the contrary, It is said (John 8. 16): J 
am not alone, but I and the Father that sent Me. 

I answer that, the notion of mission includes 
two things: the relation of the one sent to the 
sender, and that of the one sent to the end to 
which he is sent. Anyone being sent implies a 
certain kind of procession of the one sent from 
the sender: either according to command, as 
the master sends the servant; or according to 
counsel, as an adviser may be said to send the 
king to battle; or according to origin, as a tree 
sends forth its flower. The relation to the term 
to which he is sent is also shown, so that in some 
way he begins to be present there: either be- 
cause he was in no way present before in the 
place where he is sent, or because he begins to 
be there in some way in which he was not there 
before. 

Thus the mission of a divine person is a fitting 
thing, as meaning in one way the procession of 
origin from the sender, and as meaning a new 
way of existing in another; thus the Son is said 
to be sent by the Father into the world, because 
He began to exist in the world hy taking on 
flesh; and yet He was previously in the world 
(John 1.1). 

Reply Obj. 1. Mission implies inferiority in 
the one sent when it means procession from the 
sender as principle, by command or counsel. be- 
cause the one commanding is the greater, and 
the counsellor is the wiser. In God, however, it 
means only procession of origin, which is ac- 
cording to equality, as explained above (a. 
XLII, AA. 4, 6). 

Reply Obj. 2. What is so sent as to begin to 
exist where previously it did not exist, is locally 
moved by being sent; hence it is necessarily 
separated locally from the sender. This, how- 
ever, has no place in the mission of a divine per- 
son; for the divine person sent neither hegins to 
exist where he did not previously exist, nor 
ceases tu exist where He was. Hence such a mis- 
sion takes place without a separation, having 
only distinction of origin. 

Reply 0b}. 3. This objection rests on the idea 
of mission according to local motion, which is 
not in God. ‘ 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Mission Is Eternal, or Only 
Temporal? 
We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that mission can be eternal. 
Objection 1. For Gregory says (Hom. xxvi, in 
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Ev), “The Son is sent’ as He is begotten.” But 
the Son’s generation is eternal. Therefore mis- 
sion is eternal, 

Obj. 2, Further, a thing is changed if it be- 
comes something temporally. But a divine per- 
son is not changed. Therefore the mission of a 
divine person is not temporal, but eternal. 

Obj. 3. Further, mission implies procession. 
But the procession of the divine persons is 
eternal. Therefore mission is also eternal. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gal. 4. 4): When 
the fulness of the time was come, God sent His 
Son. 

I answer that, A certain difference is to be ob- 
served in all the words that express the origin of 
the divine persons. For some express only rela- 
tion to the principle, as procession and going 
forth. Others express the term of procession to- 
gether with the relation to the principle. Of 
these some express the eternal term, as genera- 
tion and spiration; for generation is the proces- 
sion of the divine person into the divine nature, 
and spiration taken passively is the procession 
of the subsisting love. Others express the tempo- 
ral term with the relation to the principle, as 
mission and giving. For a thing is sent that it 
may be in something else, and is given that it 
may be possessed. But that a divine person be 
possessed by any creature, or exist in it in a 
new mode, is temporal. 

Hence mission and giving have only a tempo- 
ral signification in God, but generation and 
spiration are exclusively eternal, and procession 
and giving. in God, have both an eternal and a 
temporal signification; for the Son may proceed 
eternally as God, but temporally. by becoming 
man, according to His visible mission, or like- 
wise by dwelling in man according to his invisi- 
ble mission. 

Reply Obj. 1. Gregory speaks of the temporal 
generation of the Son, not from the Father, but 
from His mother. Or it may be taken to mean 
that He could be sent because eternally be- 
gotten. 

Reply Obj. 2. That a divine person may newly 
exist in anyone, or be possessed by anyone in 
time, does not come from change of the divine 
person, but from change in the creature; as 
God Himself is called Lord temporally by 
change of the creature. 

Reply Obj. 3. Mission signifies not only pro- 
cession from the principle, but also determines 
the temporal term of the procession. Hence mis- 
sion is only teniporal. Or we may say that it in- 
cludes the eternal procession with the addition 
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of a temporal effect. For the relation of a divirie 
person to His principle must ‘be eternal. Hence 
the procession: may be-called a twin procession, 
eternal and temporal, not that there is a double 
relation to the principle, but a double term, 
temporal and eternal. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Invisible Mission of the 
Divine Person Is Only According to the Gift of 
Sancttfying Grace? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the invisible mission of the di- 
vine person is not only according to the gift of 
sanctifying grace. 

Objection 1. For the sending of a divine pers 
son means that He is given. Hence if the divine 
person is sent only according to the gift of 
sanctifying grace, the divine person Himself will 
not be given, but only His gifts. And this is the 
error of those who say that the Holy Ghost is 
not given, but that His gifts are given. 

Ob}. 2. Further, this preposition, “according 
to,” denotes the relation of some cause. But the 
divine person is the cause why the gift of sancti- 
fying grace is possessed, and not conversely, ac- 
cording to Rom. 5. 5, the charity of God is 
poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, 
Who is given to us. Therefore it is improperly 
said that the divine person is sent according to 
the gift of sanctifying grace. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 
20)" that “the Son, when perceived in time by 
the mind, is sent.” But the Son is known not 
only by sanctifying grace, but also by gratui- 
tous grace, as by faith and knowledge. There- 
fore the divine person is not sent only according 
to the gift of sanctifying grace. 

Obj. 4. Further, Rabanus says*® that the Holy 
Ghost was given to the apostles for the working 
of miracles. This, however, is not a gift of sanc- 
tifying grace, but a gratuitous grace. Therefore 
the divine person is not given only according to 
the gift of sanctifying grace. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin.)* 
that “the Holy Ghost proceeds temporally for 
the creature’s sanctification.” But mission is a 
temporal procession. Since then the creature’s 
sanctification is by sanctifying grace, it follows 
that the mission of the divine person is only by 
sanctifying grace. 

I answer that, The divine person is fittingly 
sent in the sense that He exists in a new way in 
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anyone, and He is given as possessed by any- 
one; and neither of these is otherwise than by 
sanctifying grace. For God is in all things by His 
essence, power, and presence, according to His 
one common mode, as the cause existing in the 
effects which participate in His goodness. Above 
and beyond this common mode, however, there 
is one special mode belonging to the rational 
nature wherein God is said to be present as the 
thing known is in the knower, and the beloved in 
the lover. And since the rational creature by its 
operation of knowledge and love attains to God 
Himself, according to this special mode God is 
said not only to exist in the rational creature, 
but also to dwell in it as in His own temple. So 
no other effect can be put down as the reason 
why the divine person is in the rational creature 
in a new mode, except sanctifying grace. Hence, 
the divine person is sent, and proceeds tempo- 
rally only according to sanctifying grace. 

Again, we are said to possess only what we 
can freely use or enjoy, and to have the power 
of enjoying the divine person can only be ac- 
cording to sanctifying grace. And yet the Holy 
Ghost is possessed by man, and dwells within 
him, in the very gift itself of sanctifying grace. 
Hence the Holy Ghost Himself is given and sent. 

Reply Obj. 1. By the gift of sanctifying grace 
the rational creature is perfected so that it can 
freely use not only the created gift itself, but 
enjoy also the divine person Himself; and so 
the invisible mission takes place according to 
the gift of sanctifying grace. And yet the divine 
person Himself is given. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sanctifying grace disposes the 
sou] to possess the divine person, and this is 
signified when it is said that the Holy Ghost is 
given according to the gift of grace. Neverthe- 
less the gift itself of grace is from the Holy 
Ghost, which is meant by the words, the charity 
of God is poured forth in our hearts by the 
Holy Ghost. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the Son can be known 
by us according to other effects, yet neither 
does He dwell in us, nor is He possessed by us 
according to those effects. 

Reply Obj. 4. The working of miracles mani- 
fests sanctifying grace as also does the gift of 
prophecy and any other gratuitoys graces. 
Hence gratuitous grace is called the manifesta- 
tion of the Spirit (I Cor. 12. 7). So the Holy 
Ghost is said to be given to the apostles for the 
working of miracles, because sanctifying grace 
was given to them with the outward sign. Were 
the sign only of sanctifying grace given to them 
without the grace itself, it would not be simply 
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said that the Holy Ghost was given, except with 
some qualifying term; just as we read of certain 
ones receiving the gift of the spirit of prophecy, 
or of miracles, as having from the Holy Ghost 
the power of prophesying or of working mira- 
cles. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Father Can Be Fittingly 
Sent? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that it is fitting also that the Father 
should be sent. 

Objection 1. For being sent means that the di- 
vine person is given. But the Father gives Him- 
self since He can only be possessed by His giv- 
ing Himself. Therefore it can be said that the 
Father sends Himself. 

Obj. 2. Further, the divine person is sent ac- 
cording to the indwelling of grace. But by grace 
the whole Trinity dwells in us according to 
John 14. 23: We will come to him and make 
Our abode with him. Therefore each one of the 
divine persons is sent. 

06). 3. Further, whatever belongs to one per- 
son, belongs to them all, except the notions and 
persons. But mission does not signify any per- 
son, nor even a notion, since there are only five 
notions, as stated above (q. XXXII, A. 3). There- 
fore every divine person can be sent. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ii, 
5),! “The Father alone is never described as 
being sent.” 

I answer that, The very notion of mission 
means procession from another, and in God it 
means procession according to origin, as above 
expounded (A. 1). Hence, as the Father is not 
from another, in no way is it fitting for Him to 
be sent, but this can only belong to the Son and 
to the Holy Ghost, to Whom it belongs to be 
from another. 

Reply Obj. 1. In the sense of giving as a free 
bestowal of something, the Father gives Him- 
self, as freely bestowing Himself to be enjoyed 
by the creature. But as implying the authority 
of the giver with respect to what is given, to be 
given only applies in God to the Person Who is 
from another; and the same as regards being 
sent. 

Reply Ob7. 2. Although the effect of grace is 
also from the Father, Who dwells in us by grace, 
just as the Son and the Holy Ghost. still He is 
not described as being sent, for He is not from 
another. Thus Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20)? 
that “The Father, when known by anyone in 
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time, is not said to be sent; for there is no one 
whence He is, or from whom He proceeds.” 

Reply Obj 3. Mission, meaning procession 
from the sender, includes the signification of a 
notion, not of a special notion, but in general; 
thus “to be from another” is common to two of 
the notions. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether It Is Fitting for the Son To 
Be Sent Invisibly? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It would 
seem that it is not fitting for the Son to be sent 
invisibly. 

Objection 1. For invisible mission of the di- 
vine person is according to the gift of grace. 
But all gifts of grace belong to the Holy Ghost, 
according to I Cor. 12. 11: One and the same 
Spirit worketh all things. Therefore only the 
Holy Ghost is sent invisibly. 

Obj. 2. Further, the mission of the divine per- 
son is according to sanctifying grace. But the 
gifts belonging to the perfection of the intellect 
are not gifts of sanctifying grace, since they can 
be held without the gift of charity, according to 
I Cor. 13. 2: lf I should have prophecy, and 
should know all mysteries, and all knowledge, 
and if I should have all faith so that I could 
move mountains, and have not charity, I am 
nothing. Therefore, since the Son proceeds as 
the word of the intellect, it seems unfitting for 
Him to be sent invisibly. 

Obj. 3. Further, the mission of the divine per- 
son is a procession, as expounded above (AA. 1, 
4). But the procession of the Son and of the 
Holy Ghost differ from each other. Therefore 
they are distinct missions, if both are sent; and 
then one of them would be superfluous, since 
one would suffice for the creature’s sanctifica- 
tion. 

On the contrary, It is said of divine Wisdom 
(Wisd. 9. 10): Send her from heaven to Thy 
Saints, and from the seat of Thy greatness. 

I answer that, The whole Trinity dwells in the 
mind by sanctifying grace, according to John 
14. 23: We will come to him, and will make Our 
abode with him. But that a divine person be sent 
to anyone by invisible grace signifies both that 
this person dwells in a new way within him and 
that He has His origin from another. Hence, 
since both to the Son and to the Holy Ghost it 
belongs to dwell in the soul by grace, and to be 
from another, it therefore belongs to both of 
them to be invisibly sent. As to the Father, 
though He dwells in us by grace, still it does not 
belong to Him to be from another, and conse- 
quently He is not sent. 
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Reply Obj. 1. Although all the gifts, consid- 
ered as such, are attributed to the Holy Ghost, 
because He is by His nature the first Gift, since 
He is Love, as stated above (Q. XXXVIII, A. 2), 
some gifts nevertheless, by reason of their 
proper notions, are appropriated in a certain 
way to the Son, those, namely, which belong to 
the intellect, and in respect of which we speak 
of the mission of the Son. Hence Augustine says 
(De Trin. iv, 20)! that “The Son is sent to any- 
one invisibly, whenever He is known and per- 
ceived by anyone.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The soul is made like God by 
grace. Hence for a divine person to be sent to 
anyone by grace there must be a likening of the 
soul to the divine person Who is sent, by some 
gift of grace. Because the Holy Ghost is Love, 
the soul is assimilated to the Holy Ghost by the 
gift of charity; hence the mission of the Holy 
Ghost is according to the mode of charity. The 
Son however is the Word, not any sort of word, 
but one Who breathes forth Love. Hence Au- 
gustine says (De Trin, ix, 10) :* “The Word we 
speak of is knowledge with love.” Thus the Son 
is sent not in accordance with every and any 
kind of intellectual perfection, but according to 
that disposition or instruction which breaks 
forth into the affection of love, as is said (John 
6.45): Everyone that hath heard from the Fa- 
ther and hath learned, cometh to Me, and (Ps. 
38.4): in my meditation a fire shall flame forth. 
Thus Augustine plainly says (De Trin. iv, 20) :3 
‘*The Son is sent, whenever He is known and 
perceived by anyone.” Now perception implies 
a certain experimental knowledge; and this is 
properly called wisdom (sapientia), as it were 
a sweet knowledge (sapida scientia), according 
to Ecclus. 6. 23: The wisdom of doctrine is ac- 
cording to her name. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since mission implies the origin 
of the person Who is sent, and His indwelling by 
grace, as above explained (AA. 1, 3), if we speak 
of mission acording to origin, in this sense the 
Son’s mission is distinguished from the mission 
of the Holy Ghost. as generation is distinguished 
from procession. If we consider mission as re- 
gards the effect of grace. in this sense the two 
missions are united in the root of grace, but are 
distinguished in the effects of grace, which con- 
sist in the illumination of the intellect and the 
kindling of the affection. Thus it is manifest 
that one mission cannot be without the other, 
because neither takes place without sanctifying 
grace, nor is one person separated from the 
other. 
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Arriciz 6. Whether the Invisible Mission Is to 
All Who Are Sharers of Grace? 


.\ We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the invisible mission is not to 
all who are sharers of grace. 

Objection x. For the Fathers of the Old Tes- 
tament had their share of grace. Yet no invisible 
mission was made to them; for it is said (John 
7. 39): The Spirit was not yet given, because 
Jesus was not yet glorified. Therefore the invisi- 
ble mission is not to all who share in grace. 

Obj. 2. Further, progress in virtue is only by 
grace. But the invisible mission is not according 
to progress in virtue, because progress in virtue 
is continuous, since charity ever increases or de- 
creases; and thus the mission would be continu- 
ous. Therefore the invisible mission is not to all 
who share in grace. 

Obj. 3. Further, Christ and the blessed have 
fulness of grace. But mission is not to them, for 
mission implies distance, whereas Christ, as 
man, and all the blessed are perfectly united to 
God. Therefore the invisible mission is not to 
all sharers in grace. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Sacraments of the New 
Law contain grace, and it is not said that the in- 
visible mission is sent to them. Therefore the 
invisible mission is not to all that have grace. 

On the contrary, According to Augustine (De 
Trin. xv, 27),' the invisible mission is “for the 
creature’s sanctification.” Now every creature 
that has grace is sanctified. Therefore the in- 
visible mission is to every such creature. 

J answer that, As above stated (A. 1), mission 
in its very notion implies that he who is sent 
either begins to exist where he was not before, 
as occurs to creatures, or begins to exist where 
he was before, but in a new way, in which sense 
mission is ascribed to the divine persons. Thus, 
mission as regards the one to whom it is sent 
implies two things, the indwelling of grace, and 
a certain renewal by grace. Thus the invisible 
mission is sent to all in whom these two things 
are to be found. 

Reply Obj. 1. The invisible mission was di- 
rected to the Old Testament Fathers as appears 
from what Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20),? 
that the invisible mission of the Son “is in man 
or with men. This was done in former times with 
the Fathers and Prophets.” Thus the words, “the 
Spirit was not yet given,” are to be applied to 
that giving accompanied with a visible sign 
which took place on the day of Pentecost. 
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Reply Obj. 2. The invisible mission takes 
place also as regards progress in virtue or in- 
crease of grace. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. 
iv, 20),? that “the Son is sent to each one when 
He is known and perceived by anyone, so far as 
He can be known and perceived according to the 
capacity of the soul, whether journeying to- 
wards God, or united perfectly to Him.” But as 
regards the increase in grace, the invisible mis- 
sion takes place especially when anyone ad- 
vances through some new action or in a new 
state of grace; as, for example, progress in 
reference to the gift of miracles or of prophecy, 
or in the fervour of charity leading a man to ex- 
pose himself to the danger of martyrdom, or to 
renounce his possessions, or to undertake any 
arduous work, 

Reply Obj. 3. The invisible mission is directed 
to the blessed at the very beginning of their 
Happiness. The invisible mission is made to 
them subsequently, not by intensity of grace, 
but by the further revelation of mysteries, which 
goes on till the day of judgment. Such an in- 
crease is by the extension of grace, because it 
extends to a greater number of things. To Christ 
the invisible mission was sent at the first mo- 
ment of His conception, but not afterwards, 
since from the beginning of His conception He 
was filled with all wisdom and grace. 

Reply Obj. 4. Grace resides instrumentally in 
the sacraments of theNew Law, as the form of a 
thing designed resides in the instruments of the 
art designing, according to a process flowing 
from the agent to the thing acted upon. But mis- 
sion is only spoken of as directed to its term. 
Hence the mission of the divine person is not 
sent to the sacraments, but to those who receive 
grace through the sacraments. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether It Is Fitting for the Holy 
Ghost To Be Sent Visibly? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the Holy Ghost is not fittingly 
sent in a visible manner. 

Objection 1. For the Son as visibly sent to 
the world is said to be less than the Father. But 
the Holy Ghost is never said to be less than the 
Father. Therefore the Holy Ghost is not fittingly 
sent in a visible manner. 

Obj. 2. Further, the visible mission takes 
place by way of union to a visible creature, as 
the Son’s mission according to the flesh. But the 
Holy Ghost did not assume any visible creature, 
and hence it cannot be said that He exists other- 
wise in some creatures than in others, unless 
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perhaps as in a'sign, as He is also présent.in the 


sacraments, and in all the figures of the law.’ 


Thus the Holy Ghost is either not sent visibly 
at all, or His visible mission takes place in all 
these things. 

Obj. 3. Further, every visible creature is an 
effect showing forth the whole Trinity. There- 
fore the Holy Ghost is not sent by reason of 
those visible creatures more than any other pers 
son. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Son was visibly sent ac- 
cording to the noblest of visible creatures— 
namely, the human nature. Therefore if the 
Holy Ghost is sent visibly, He ought to be sent 
according to rational creatures. 

Obj. 5. Further, whatever is done visibly by 
God is dispensed by the ministry of the angels, 
as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 10, 11).' So 
visible appearances, if there have been any, came 
by means of the angels. Thus the angels are sent, 
and not the Holy Ghost. 

0b}. 6. Further, if the Holy Ghost is sent in a 
visible manner it is only for the purpose of 
manifesting the invisible mission, because in- 
visible things are made known by the visible. So 
those to whom the invisible mission was not 
sent, ought not to receive the visible mission; 
and to all who received the invisible mission, 
whether in the New or in the Old Testament, 
the visible mission ought likewise to be sent. 
And this is clearly false. Therefore the Holy 
Ghost is not sent visibly. 

On the contrary, It is stated (Matt. 3. 16) 
that, when our Lord was baptized, the Holy 
Ghost descended upon Him in the shape of a 
dove. 

I answer that, God provides for all things ac- 
cording to the manner of each thing. Now the 
nature of man requires that he be led to the in- 
visible by visible things, as explained above (a. 
XII, A. 12). Therefore the invisible things of 
God must be made manifest to man by the 
things that are visible. As God, therefore, in a 
certain way has demonstrated Himself and His 
eternal processions to men by visible creatures, 
according to certain signs, so was it fitting that 
the invisible missions also of the divine persons 
should be made manifest by some visible crea- 
tures. 

This mode of manifestation applies in dif- 
ferent ways to the Son and to the Holy Ghost. 
For it belongs to the Holy Ghost, Who proceeds 
as Love, to be the gift of sanctification; to the 
Son as the principle of the Holy Ghost, it be- 
longs to be the author of this sanctification. 
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Thus the Son has been sent visibly as the author. 
of sanctification, the Holy Ghost as the sign of 
sanctification. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Son assumed the visible 
creature, wherein He appeared, into the unity 
of His person, so that whatever can be said of 
that creature can be said of the Son of God; and 
so, by reason of the nature assumed, the Son is 
called Jess than the Father. But the Holy Ghost 
did not assume the visible creature, in which He 
appeared, into the unity of His person, so that 
what is said of it cannot be predicated of Him. 
Hence He cannot be called less than the Father 
by reason of any visible creature. 

Reply Obj. 2. The visible mission of the Holy 
Ghost does not take place according to the imag- 
inary vision which is that of prophecy, because, 
as Augustine says (De Trin. ii, 6):? “The pro- 
phetic vision is not displayed to corporeal eyes 
by corporeal shapes, but is shown in the spirit 
by the spiritual images of bodies. But whoever 
saw the dove and the fire, saw them by their 
eyes. Nor, again, has the Holy Ghost the same 
relation to these images that the Son has to the 
rock, because it is said, ‘The rock was Chris?’ 
(I Cor. 1. 4). For that rock was already created, 
and after the manner of an action was named 
Christ, Whom it typified, whereas the dove and 
the fire suddenly appeared to signify only what 
was happening. They seem, however, to be like 
to the flame of the burning bush seen by Moses 
and to the column which the people followed 
in the desert, and to the lightning and thunder 
issuing forth when the law was given on the 
mountain. For the purpose of the bodily appear- 
ances of those things was that they might sig- 
nify, and then pass away.” Thus the visible mis- 
sion neither takes place by prophetic vision, 
which belongs to the imagination, and not to 
the body, nor by the sacramental signs of the 
Old and New Testament, wherein certain pre- 
existing things are employed to signify some- 
thing. But the Holy Ghost is said to be sent 
visibly because He showed Himself in certain 
creatures as in signs especially made for that 
purpose. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the whole Trinity 
makes those creatures, still they are made in 
order to show forth in some special way this or 
that person. For as the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are signified by diverse names, so also can 
They each one be signified by different things; 
although neither separation nor diversity exists 
amongst Them. 

Reply Obj. 4. It was necessary for the Son 
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to be declared as the author of sanctification, as 
explained above. Thus the visible mission of the 
Son was necessarily made according to the ra- 
tional nature to which it belongs to act, and 
which is capable of sanctification; any other 
creature however could be the sign of sanctifica- 
tion. Nor was such a visible creature, formed 
for such a purpose, necessarily assumed by the 
Holy Ghost into the unity of His person, since 
it was not assumed or used for the purpose of 
action, but only for the purpose of a sign; and 
so likewise it was not required to last beyond 
what its use required. 

Reply Obj. 5. Those visible creatures were 
formed by the ministry of the angels not to sig- 
nify the person of an angel, but to signify 
the Person of the Holy Ghost. Thus, as the 
Holy Ghost resided in those visible creatures 
as the one signified in the sign, on that account 
the Holy Ghost is said to be sent visibly, and 
not an angel. 

Reply Obj. 6. It is not necessary that the in- 
visible mission should always be made manifest 
by some visible external sign; but, as is said (I 
Cor. 12. 7)—the manifestation of the Spirit is 
given to every man unto profit—that is, of the 
Church. This utility consists in the confirmation 
and propagation of the faith by such visible 
signs. This has been done chiefly by Christ and 
by the apostles, according to Heb. 2. 3, which 
having begun to be declared by the Lord, was 
confirmed unto us by them that heard. 

Thus in a special sense, a mission of the Holy 
Ghost had to be directed to Christ, to the 
apostles, and to some of the early saints on 
whom the Church was in a way founded; in 
such a manner, however, that the visible mis- 
sion made to Christ should show forth the in- 
visible mission made to Him, not at that par- 
ticular time, but at the first moment of His con- 
ception. The visible mission was directed to 
Christ at the time of His baptism by the figure 
of a dove, a fecund animal, to show forth in 
Christ the authority of the giver of grace by 
spiritual regeneration; hence the Father’s voice 
spoke, This is My beloved Son (Matt. 3. 17), 
that others might be regenerated to the likeness 
of the only Begotten. The Transfiguration 
showed it forth in the appearance "f a bright 
cloud, to show the lavishness of doctrine; and 
hence it was said, Hear ye Him (Matt. 17. 5). 
To the apostles the mission was directed in the 
form of breathing to show forth the power of 
their ministry in the dispensation of the sacra- 
ments; and hence it was said, Whose sins you 
shall forgive, they are forgiven (John 20. 23), 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


and again under the sign of fiery tongues, to 
show forth the office of teaching; hence it is 
said that, they began to speak with divers 
tongues (Acts 2. 4). The visible mission of the 
Holy Ghost was fittingly not sent to the fathers 
of the Old Testament because the visible mis- 
sion of the Son was to be accomplished before 
that of the Holy Ghost. since the Holy Ghost 
manifests the Son, as the Son manifests the 
Father. Visible apparitions of the divine persons 
were, however, given to the Fathers of the Old 
Testament, which, indeed cannot be called visi- 
ble missions, because, according to Augustine 
(De Trin. ii, 17),' they were not sent to desig- 
nate the indwelling of the divine person by grace 
but for the manifestation of something else. 


ArTICLE 8. Whether a Divine Person Is Sent 
Only by the Person From Whom He Proceeds 
Eternally? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that a divine person is sent only 
by the one from whom He proceeds eternally. 

Objection 1. For as Augustine says (De Trin. 
iv),? “The Father is sent by no one because He 
is from no one.” Therefore if a divine person 
is sent by another, He must be from that other. 

Obj 2 Further, the sender has authority over 
the one sent. But there can be no authority as 
regards a divine person except from origin. 
Therefore the divine person sent must proceed 
from the one sending. 

Obj. 3. Further, if a divine person can be sent 
by one from whom He does not proceed. then 
the Holy Ghost may be given by a man, al- 
though He does not proceed from him, which 
is cOntrary to what Augustine says (De Trin. 
xv).? Therefore the divine person is sent only 
by the one from whom He proceeds. 

On the contrary, The Son ic sent by the Holy 
Ghost, according to Isa. 48. 16, Now the Lord 
God hath sent Me and His Spirit. But the Son is 
not from the Holy Ghost. Therefore a divine 
person ts sent by one from Whom He does not 
proceed. 

{ answer that, There are different opinions on 
this point. Some say’ that the divine person is 
sent only by the one from whom He proceeds 
eternally; and so, when it is said that the Son 
of God is sent by the Holy Ghost, this is to be 

1PL 42, 866. 

2 Chap. 20 (PL 42, 908); Contre Serm. Arian., chap. 4 
(PL 42, 686). 

3 Chap. 26 (PL 42, 1092), Bk. 11, chap. 6 (PL 42, 908). 

4 Augustine, De Trin., 1, 5 (PL 42, 849); Peter Lom- 
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explained as regards His human nature, by rea- 
son of which He was sent to preach by the Holy 
Ghost. Augustine, however, says (De Trin. ii, 
8)! that the Son is sent by Himself, and by the 
Holy Ghost; and the Holy Ghost is sent by 
Himself, and by the Son;? so that to be sent in 
God does not apply to each person, but only to 
the person existing from another, whereas to 
send belongs to each person. 

There is some truth in both of these opinions; 
because when a person is described as being 
sent, the person Himself existing from another 
is designated, with the visible or invisible effect 


PL 42, 849; Contra Maximin., 11, 20 (PL 42,789). 
2 De Trin., U, § (PL 42, 849); XV, 19 (1084). 
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because of which the mission of the divine per- 
son takes place. Thus if the sender be designated 
as the principle of the person sent, in this sense 
not each person sends, but that person only 
Who is the principle of that person who is sent; 
and thus the Son is sent only by the Father, and 
the Holy Ghost by the Father and the Son. If, 
however, the person sending is understood as 
the principle of the effect implied in the mis- 
sion, in that sense the whole Trinity sends the 
person sent. This reason does not prove that a 
man can send the Holy Ghost, because man can- 
not cause the effect of grace. 

The answers to the objections appear from 
the above. 


TREATISE ON THE CREATION 


QUESTION XLIV 
THE PROCESSION OF CREATURES FROM 
GOD, AND OF THE FIRST CAUSE OF ALL 
BEINGS 
(In Four Articles) 


AFTER treating of the divine persons, we must 
consider the procession of creatures from God. 
This consideration will be threefold: (1) of the 
production of creatures; (2) of the distinction 
between them (9. xLvi1); (3) of their preserva- 
tion and government (Q. c111). Concerning the 
first point there are three things to be consid- 
ered: (1) the first cause of beings; (2) the mode 
of procession of creatures from the first cause 
(q. xLv); (3) the principle of the duration of 
things (Q. XLVI). 

Under the first head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether God is the efficient cause 
of all beings? (2) Whether primary matter is 
created by God, or is an independent co-ordi- 
nate principle with Him? (3) Whether God is 
the exemplary cause of beings, or whether there 
are other exemplary causcs? (4) Whether He is 
the final cause of things? 


ArticLe 1. Whether It Is Necessary That 
Every Being Be Created by God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that it is not necessary that every 
being be created by God. 

Objection 1. For there is nothing to prevent 
a thing from being without that which does 
not belong to its very notion, as a man can be 
found without whiteness. But the relation of 
the thing caused to its cause does not appear 
to be of the very notion of beings, for some 
beings can be understood without it; therefore 
they can exist without it, and therefore it is 
possible that some beings should not be created 
by God. 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing requires an efficient 
cause in order to exist. Therefore whatever can- 
not not be does not require an efficient cause. 
But no necessary thing can not exist, because 
whatever necessarily exists cannot not be. 
Therefore as there are many necessary things 


in existence, it appears that not all beings are 
from God. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever things have a cause, 
can be demonstrated by that cause. But in math- 
ematics demonstration is not made by the effi- 
cient cause, as appears from the Philosopher.! 
Therefore not all beings are from God as from 
their efficient cause. 

On the contrary, It is said (Rom. 11, 36): Of 
Him, and by Him, and in Him are all things. 

I answer that, It must be said that every 
being that is in any way is from God. For what- 
ever is found in anything by participation must 
be caused in it by that to which it belongs essen- 
tially, as iron becomes hot by fire. Now it has 
been shown above (Q 1. A. 4) when treating 
of the divine simplicity that God is Being itself 
self-subsisting; and also it was shown (Q. VII, 
A. I, ANS. 3; A. 2) that subsisting being must be 
one; as, if whiteness were self-subsisting, it 
would be one, since whiteness is multiplied by 
its receivers. Therefore all beings apart from 
God are not their own being, but are beings by 
participation. Therefore it must be that all 
things which are diversified by the diverse par- 
ticipation of being, so as tz be more or less per- 
fect, are caused by one First Being, Who is 
most perfect. 

Hence Plato said? that unity must come be- 
fore multitude; and Aristotle said? that “what- 
ever is greatest in being and greatest in truth, is 
the cause of every being anc: of every truth,” 
just as “whatever is the greatest in heat is the 
cause of all heat.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Though the relation to its cause 
is not part of the definition of a being caused, 
still it follows, as a consequence, on what he- 
lofigs to its notion; because from the fact that 
a thing is a being by participation, it follows 
that it is caused by another. Hence such a being 
cannot be without being caused, just as man 
cannot be without being capable of laughter. 
But, since to be caused does not enter into the 

1 Metaphysics, 111, 2 (996%29). 

2 According to Augustine, Csty of God, vin, 6 (PL 41, 
231). cf. Plotinus, v Ennead, m1, 12 (BU v, 65). 

3 Metaphysics, 1, 1 (99325). 
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notion of being as such, therefore is it posstele 
for us to find a being uncaused. 

| Reply Obj. 2. This objection has led some to 
say that what is necessary has no cause.’ But 
this is manifestly false in demonstrative sci- 
ences, where necessary principles are the causes 
of necessary conclusions. And therefore Aris- 
totle says * that there are some necessary things 
which have a cause of their necessity. But the 
reason why an efhcient cause is required is not 
merely because the effect is able not to be, but 
because the effect would not be if the cause were 
not. For this conditional proposition is true 
whether the antecedent and consequent be pos- 
sible or impossible. 

Reply Obj. 3. Mathematical beings are taken 
as something abstract according to reason, 
though they are not abstract in reality. Now it 
pertains to each thing to have an efficient cause 
according as it has being. And therefore al- 
though mathematical beings have an efficient 
cause, Still their relation to that cause is not the 
reason why they fall under the consideration of 
the mathematician. And therefore in the mathe- 
matical sciences nothing is demonstrated by 
means of an efficient cause. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Primary Matter Is 
Created by God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that primary matter is not created 
by God. 

Objection 1. For whatever is made is com- 
posed of a subject and of something else.’ 
But primary matter has no subject. There’ore 
primary matter cannot have been made by 
God. 

Obj. 2. Further, action and passion are di- 
vided against each other. But as the first active 
principle is God, so the first passive principle is 
matter. Therefore God and primary matter are 
two principles divided against each other, nei- 
ther of which is from the other. 

Obj. 3. Further, every agent produces its like, 
and thus, since every agent acts in so far as it is 
in act, it follows that everything made is in 
some way inact. But primary matter is only in 
potency, in so far as it is primary matter. There- 
fore it is against the notion of primary matter 
to be a thing made. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,“ “Two 


1 Aristotle, Physics, VII, 1 (252%35). 
2 Metaphysics, v, 5 ( 1015). 

8 Aristotle, Physics, 1, 7 (t90"r). 

4 Confessions, X11, 7 (PL 32, 828). 
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things hast Thou made, O Lord; one nigh unto 
Thyself”—namely, angels— “the other nigh un- 


to nothing”—-namely, primary matter. 

I answer that, The ancient philosophers grad- 
ually, and as it were step by step, advanced to 
the knowledge of truth.® At first being of grosser 
mind, they failed to realize that any beings ex- 
isted except sensible bodies. And those among 
them who admitted movement in them, did not 
consider it except as regards certain accidents, 
for instance, in relation to rarefaction and con- 
densation, by union and separation.’ And sup- 
posing as they did that corporeal substance it- 
self was uncreated, they assigned certain causes 
for these accidental changes, as for instance, 
affinity, discord, intellect, or something of that 
kind.’ But advancing further, they understood 
that there was a distinction between the sub- 
stantial form and matter, which latter they 
imagined to be uncreated," and they perceived 
transmutation to take place in bodies in regard 
to essential forms. Such transmutations they 
attributed to certain universal causes, such “as 
the oblique circle.” according to Aristotle,! or 
ideas, according to Plato." 

But we must take into consideration tha 
matter is contracted by form to a determinag. 
species, as a substance belonging to a certaiy’ 
species is contracted by an accident which 
comes to it to a determinate mode of being; fo 
instance, man by whiteness. Each of these opin- 
ions, therefore, considered “being” under some 
particular aspect, either as this or as such; and 
so they assigned particular efficient causes to 
things. 

Then others there were who arose to the con- 
sideration of being, as being, and who assigned a 
cause to things, not only as these, or as such, 
but as beings.!* Therefore whatever is the cause 
of things considered as beings. must be the 
cause of things not only according as they are 
“such” by accidental forms, nor according as 
they are “these” by substantial forms, but also 


6(f. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 3-4 (9836-98522). 

6 Cf. Aristotle, Physics, tv, 6 (213"29); Metaphysics, 111, 
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' Cf. Aristotle, Physics, 1, 5, 8 (188534; 191%27); Vu, 1 
(250°24); Metaphysics, 1, 4 (985%8). 
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according to all that belongs to their being in 
any way whatsoever. And thus it is necessary to 
say that also primary matter is created by the 
universal cause of being. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher! is speaking 
of becoming in particular—that is, from form 
to form, either accidental or substantial. But 
here we are speaking of things according to 
their emanation from the universal principle of 
being, from which emanation matter itself is 
not excluded, although it is excluded from the 
former mode of being made. 

Reply Obj, 2. Passion is an effect of action. 
Hence it is reasonable that the first passive 
principle should be the effect of the first active 
principle, since every imperfect thing is caused 
by one perfect. For the first principle must be 
most perfect, as Aristotle says.” 

Reply Obj. 3. The reason advanced does not 
show that matter is not created, but that it is 
not created without form; for although every- 
thing created is actual, still it 1s not pure act. 
Hence it is necessary that even what is poten- 
tial in it should be created, if all that belongs to 
its being is created. 


5 aa 3. Whether the Exemplary Cause Is 
“Mnything Beside God? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the exemplary cause is some- 
thing beside God. 

Objection 1. For the effect is like its exem- 
plary cause. But creatures are far from being 
like God. Therefore God is not their exemplary 
cause. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is by participation 
is reduced to something self-existing, as a thing 
ignited is reduced to fire, as stated above (A. 1). 
But whatever exists in sensible things exists 
only by participation of some species. This ap- 
pears from the fact that in all sensible things is 
found not only what helongs to the species, but 
also individuating principles added to the prin- 
ciples of the species. Therefore it is necessary 
to admit self-existing species, as, for instance, a 
per se man, and a per se horse, and the like, 
which are called the exemplars. Therefore ex- 
emplary causes exist beside God. 

Obj. 3. Further sciences and defia:tions are 
concerned with species themselves, but not as 
these are in particular things, because there is 
no science or definition of particular things. 
Therefore there are some beings, which are be- 
ings or species not existing in singular things, 

1 Physics, 1, 7 (190%). 
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and these are called exemplars. Therefore the 
same conclusion follows as above. 

Obj. 4. Further, this likewise appears from 
Dionysius, who says (Div. Nom. v.)® that “self- 
subsisting being is before self-subsisting life, 
and before self-subsisting wisdom.” 

On the contrary, The exemplar is the same as 
the idea. But ideas, according to Augustine 
(Q0. LXxxuI, qu. 46),‘ are “the master forms, 
which are contained in the divine intelligence.” 
Therefore the exemplars of things are not out- 
side God. 

I answer that, God is the first exemplary 
cause of all things. In proof of which we must 
consider that if for the production of anything 
an exemplar is necessary, it is in order that the 
effect may receive a determinate form. For an 
artificer produces a determinate form in matter 
by reason of the exemplar before him, whether 
it is the exemplar beheld externally, or the ex- 
emplar interiorly conceived in the mind. Now it 
is manifest that things made by nature receive 
determinate forms. This determination of forms 
must be reduced to the divine wisdom as its first 
principle, for divine wisdom devised the order 
of the universe, which order consists in the va- 
riety of things. And therefore we must say that 
in the divine wisdom are the types of all things, 
which types we have called ideas—that is, ex- 
emplary forms existing in the divine mind (a. 
xv, A. 1). And these ideas, though multiplied by 
their relations to things, in reality are not other 
than the divine essence, according as the like- 
ness to that essence can be shared in different 
ways by different things. In this manner there- 
fore God Himself is the first exemplar of all 
things. Moreover, in created things one thing 
may be called the exemplar of another by the 
reason of the likeness of one thing to another, 
either in species, or by the analegy of some kind 
of imitation. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although creatures do not at- 
tain to a natural likeness to God according to 
likeness of species, as a man begotten is like 
the man begetting, still they do attain to like- 
ness to Him, according as they represent the 
type known by God, as a material house is like 
the house in the architect’s mind. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is of a man’s nature to be in 
matter, and so a man without matter is impos- 
sible. Therefore although this man is a man by 
participation of the species, he cannot be re- 
duced to anything self-existing in the same spe- 
cies, but to a superior species, such as separate 
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substances. The same applies.to other sensible 
things. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although every science and 
definition is concerned only with beings, still it 
is not necessary that a thing should have the 
same mode in intellect as the being has in un- 
derstanding. For we abstract universal species 
by the power of the agent intellect from the 
particular conditions, but it is not necessary 
that the universals should subsist outside the 
particulars in order to be their exemplars. 

Reply Obj. 4. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
x1, 6)! by “self-existing life and self-existing 
wisdom” sometimes God Himself is named, 
sometimes the powers given to things them- 
selves; but not any self-subsisting things, as the 
ancients asserted. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether God Is the Final Cause of 
All Things? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that God is not the final cause of 
all things. 

Objection 1. For to act for an end seems to 
imply need of the end. But God needs nothing. 
Therefore it does not become Him to act for 
an end. 

Obj. 2. Further, the end of generation, and 
the form of the thing generated, and the agent 
cannot be identical,’ because the end of genera- 
tion is the form of the thing generated. But God 
is the first agent producing all things. Therefore 
He is not the final cause of all things. 

Obj. 3. Further, all things desire their end. 
But all things do not desire God, for all do not 
even know Him. Therefore God is not the end 
of all things. 

Obj, 4. Further, the final cause is the first of 
causes. If, therefore, God is the efficient cause 
and the final cause, it follows that before and 
after exist in Him; which is impossible. 

On the contrary, It is said (Prov. 16. 4): The 
Lord has made all things for Himself. 

1 answer that, Every agent acts for an end; 
otherwise one thing would not follow more than 
another from the action of the agent, unless it 
were by chance. Now the end of the agent and 
of the thing acted upon considered as such is 
the same, but in a different way with respect to 
each. For the impression which the agent en- 
deavours to produce, and which the thing acted 
upon endeavours to receive, are one and the 
same. Some things, however, are both agent and 
thing acted upon at the same time; these are 


1PG 3, 953. 
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imperfect agents, and to these it pertains to in- 
tend, even while acting, the acquisition of some- 
thing. But it does not pertain to the First Agent, 
Who is agent only, to act for the acquisition of 
some end; He purposes only to communicate 
His perfection, which is His goodness, while 
every creature endeavours to acquire its own 
perfection, which is the likeness of the divine 
perfection and goodness. Therefore the divine 
goodness is the end of all things. 

Reply Obj. 1. To act from need belongs only 
to an imperfect agent, which by its nature is 
both agent and thing acted upon. But this does 
not belong to God, and therefore He alone is 
the most perfectly free giver, because He does 
not act for His own profit, but only for His own 
goodness. 

Reply Obj. 2. The form of the thing gener- 
ated is not the end of generation, except in so 
far as it is the likeness of the form of the gen- 
erator, which endeavours to communicate its 
own likeness; otherwise the form of the thing 
generated would be more noble than the gener- 
ator, since the end is more noble than the means 
to the end. 

Reply Obj. 3. All things desire God as their 
end when they desire some good thing, whether. 
this desire be intellectual or sensible, or natural, 
that is, without knowledge; because nothing is 
good and desirable except according as it par- 
ticipates in the likeness to God. 

Reply Obj. 4. Since God is the efficient, the 
exemplary and the final cause of all things, and 
since primary matter is from Him, it follows 
that the first principle of all things is one in 
reality. But this does not prevent us from con- 
sidering many things in Him according to rea- 
son, some of which come into our intellect be- 
fore others. 


QUESTION XLV 
THE MODE OF EMANATION OF THINGS 
FROM THE FIRST PRINCIPLE 
(In Eight Articles) 


THE next question concerns the mode of the 
emanation of things from the First Principle, 
and this is called creation, and includes eight 
points of inquiry: (1) What is creation? (2) 
Whether God can create anything? (3) Wheth- 
er creation is a being in nature? (4) To what 
things it belongs to be created? (5) Whether it 
belongs to God alone to create? (6) Whether 
creation is common to the whole Trinity, or 
proper to any one Person? (7) Whether any 
trace of the Trinity is to be found in created 
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things? (8) Whether the work of creation is 
mingled with the works of mature and of the 
will? 


Articte 1. Whether To Create Is To Make 
Something from Nothing? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that to create is not to make any- 
thing from nothing. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Contra 
Adv, Leg. et Proph. i):' “To make concerns 
what did not exist at all; but to create is to 
make something by bringing forth something 
from what was already.” 

Obj 2. Further, the nobility of action and of 
motion is considered from their terms. Action 
is therefore nobler from good into good, and 
from being into being, than from nothing to 
‘something. But creation appears to be the most 
noble action, and first among all actions. There- 
fore it is not from nothing to something, but 
rather from being into being. 

Obj. 3. Further, the preposition from (ex) 
implies relation of some cause, and especially of 
the material cause; as when we say that a statue 
is made from brass. But “nothing” cannot be 
the matter of being, nor in any way its cause. 
Therefore to create is not to make something 
from nothing. 

Ox the contrary, On the text of Gen.1., Jn the 
beginning God created, etc.. the gloss has,? To 
create is “to make something from nothing.” 

I answer that, As said above (aq. XLiv, A 2), 
we must consider not only the emanation of a 
particular being from a particular agent, but 
also the emanation of all being from the uni- 
versal cause, which is God; and this emanation 
we designate by the name of creation. Now 
what proceeds by particular emanation is not 
presupposed to that emanation; as when a man 
is generated, he was not before, but man is 
made from not-man, and white from not-white. 
Hence if the emanation of the whole universal 
being from the first principle be considered, it 
is impossible that any being should be presup- 
posed to this emanation. For nothing is the same 
as no being. Therefore as the generation of a 
man is from the not-being which is not-man, 50 
creation, which is the emanation of ::]] being, is 
from the not-being which is nothing. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine uses the word crea- 


1 Chap. 23 (PL 42, 633). 
2 Glossa ordin., (1, 23F); cf. Bede, Im Penat., on Gen. 
1.1 (PL gt, 191); See Peter Lombard, Sent., 11, dist. 1, 2 


(QR I, 307). 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


tion in an equivocal sense, according as to be 
created signifies improvement in things, as when 
we say that a bishop is created. We do not, how- 
ever, speak of creation in that way here, but as 
it is described above. 

Reply Obj 2. Changes receive species and 
dignity not from the term from which, but from 
the term to which. Therefore a change is more 
perfect and excellent when the term to which 
of the change is more noble and excellent, al- 
though the term from which, corresponding to 
the term to which, may be more imperfect; thus 
generation is absolutely nobler than and prior to 
alteration, because the substantial form is no- 
bler than the accidental form; and yet the priva- 
tion of the substantial form, which is the term 
from which in generation, is more imperfect 
than the contrary, which is the term from 
which in alteration. Similarly creation is more 
perfect than and prior to generation and alter- 
ution, because the term to which is the whole 
substance of the thing, whereas what is under- 
stood as the term from which is not-being abso- 
lutely. 

Reply Obj. 3. When anything is said to be 
made from nothing, this preposition from (e¢%) 
does not designate the material cause, but only 
order; as when we say, “from morning comes 
midday’-—that is. after morning is midday. But 
we must understand that this preposition from 
(ex) can include the negation conveyed when T 
say the word nothing, or can be included in it. 
If taken in the first sense, then we affirm the 
order by stating the relation between what is 
now and its previous non-being. But if the nega- 
tion includes the preposition, then the order is 
denied, and the sensc is, “It is made from noth- 
ing’—1.e., “it is not made from anything”—as 
if we were to say, “He speaks of nothing,” be- 
cause he does not speak of arything. And this 
is verified in both ways when it is said that 
anything is made from nothing. But in the first 
way this preposition from (ex) implies order. 
as has been said in this reply. In the second 
sense, 1t implies the material cause, which is 
denied. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Can Create 
Anything? 
We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that God cannot create anything. 
Objection 1. Because, according to the Phi- 
losopher,' the ancient philosophers considered it 
asa common concept of the mind that “nothing 
§ Physics, 1, 4 (187%28). 
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is made from nothing.” But the powér of God. 


does not extend to the contraries of first prin- 
ciples; as, for instance, that God could make 
the whole to be less than its part, or that affir- 
mation and negation are both true at the same 
time. Therefore God cannot make anything 
from nothing, or create. 

Obj. 2. Further, if to create is to make some- 
thing from nothing, to be created is to be made. 
But to be made is to be changed. Therefore 
creation is change. But every change occurs in 
some subject, as appears by the definition of 
motion, for motion is the act of what is in po- 
tency. Therefore it is impossible for anything 
to be made out of nothing by God. 

Obj. 3. Further, what has been made must 
have at some time been becoming. But it can- 
not be said that what is created, at the same 
time is becoming and has been made, because in 
permanent things what is becoming, is not, and 
what has been made, already is; and so it would 
follow that something would be and not be at 
the same time. Therefore when anything is 
made its becoming precedes its having been 
made. But this is impossible unless there is a 
subject in which the becoming is sustained. 
Therefore it is impossible that anything should 
be made from nothing. 

Obj. 4. Further. infinite distance cannot be 
crossed. But infinite distance exists between be- 
ing and nothing. Therefore it does not happen 
that something is made from nothing. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 1): In the 
beginning God created heaven and earth, upon 
which a Gloss says! that to create is “to make 
something out of nothing.” 

I answer that, Not only is it not impossible 
that anything should be created by God, but it 
is necessary to say that all things were created 
by God, as appears from what has been said 
(q. XLIv, A. 1). For when anyone makes one 
thing from another, this latter thing from which 
he makes is presupposed to his action, and is 
not produced by his action; thus the craftsman 
works from natural things, as wood or brass, 
which are caused not by the action of art, but 
by the action of nature. So also nature itself 
causes natural things as regards their form. but 
presupposes matter. If therefore God did only 
act from something presupposed, it would fol- 
low that the thing presupposed would not be 
caused by Him. Now it has been shown above 
(Q. XLIV, AA. I, 2), that nothing can be among 
beings. unless it is from God, Who is the univer- 

1 Glossa ordin., (1, 23F); see note above (A. 1). 
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sal cause of all being. Hence it is necessary to 
say that God brings things into being from 
nothing. : 

Reply Obj. 1. The ancient philosophers, as is 
said above (Q. XLIV, A, 2), considered only the 
emanation of particular effects from particular 
causes, which necessarily presuppose something 
in their action; from this came their common 
opinion that nothing is made from nothing. But 
this has no place in the first emanation from the 
universal principle of things. . 

Reply Obj. 2. Creation is not change, except 
according to a mode of understanding. For 
change means that the same something should 
be different now from what it was previously. 
Sometimes, indeed, the same actual thing is dif- 
ferent now from what it was before, as in mo- 
tion according to quantity, quality and place, 
but sometimes it is the same being only in po- 
tency, as in substantial change, the subject of 
which is matter. But in creation, by which the 
whole substance of a thing is produced, the same 
thing can be taken as different now and before 
only according to our way of understanding, so 
that a thing is understood as first not existing at 
all, and afterwards as existing. But as “action 
and passion coincide in the substance of mo- 
tion,” and differ only according to different re- 
lations? it must follow that when motion is 
taken away, only different relations remain in 
the Creator and in the creature. But because 
the mode of signification follows the mode of 
understanding as was said above (q. xu, A. 1), 
creation is signified by mode of change; and on 
this account it is said that to create is to make 
something from nothing. And yet to make and 
to be made are more suitable expressions here 
than to change and to be changed, because to 
make and to be made imply a relation of cause 
to the effect, and of effect to the cause, and im- 
ply change only as a consequence. 

Reply Obj. 3. In things which are made with- 
out motion, to become and to be already made 
are simultaneous, whether such making is the 
term of motion, as illumination (for a thing is 
being illuminated and is illuminated at the same 
time) or whether it is not the term of motion, as 
the word is being made in the mind and is made 
at the same time. In these things what is being 
made. is; but when we speak of its being made, 
we mean that it is from another, and was not 
previously, Hence since creation is without mo- 
tion, a thing is being created and is created at 
the same time. 


? Aristotle, Physics, 111, 3 (20220), 
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Reply Obj. 4. This objection proceeds from a 
false imagination, as if there were an infinite 
medium between nothing and being, which is 
plainly false. This false imagination comes from 
creation being taken to signify a change existing 
between two terms. 


ArTIcLE 3. Whether Creation Is Anything in 
the Creature? 


..We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that creation is not anything 1n the 
creature. 

Objection 1. For as creation taken in a pas- 
sive sense is attributed to the creature, so crea- 
tion taken in an active sense is attributed to the 
Creator. But creation taken actively is not any- 
thing in the Creator, because otherwise it would 
follow that in God there would be something 
temporal. Therefore creation taken passively is 
not anything in the creature. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no medium between 
the Creator and the creature. But creation is 
signified as the medium between them both, 
since it is not the Creator, as it is not eternal; 
nor is it a creature, because in that case it would 
be necessary for the same reason to suppose an- 
other creation to create it, and so on to infinity. 
Therefore creation is not anything in the crea- 
ture. 

Obj. 3. Further, if creation is anything beside 
the created substance, it must be an accident 
belonging to it. But every accident is in a sub- 
ject. Therefore a thing created would be the 
subject of creation, and so the same thing would 
be the subject and also the term of creation. 
This is impossible, because the subject is before 
the accident, and preserves the accident, while 
the term is after the action and passion whose 
term it is, and as soon as it exists, action and 
passion cease. Therefore creation itself is not 
any thing. 

On the contrary, It is greater for a thing to be 
made according to its entire substance than to 
be made according to its substantial or acci- 
dental form. But generation taken absolutely, 
or relatively, whereby anything is made accord- 
ing to the substantial or the accidental form, is 
something in the thing generated. Therefore 
much more js creation, whereby a thing is made 
according to its whole substance, something in 
the thing created. 

I answer that, Creation places something in 
the thing created according to relation only, be- 
cause what is created, is not made by move- 
ment, or by change. For what is made by move- 
ment or by change is made from something pre- 
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existing. And this happens, indeed, in the par- 
ticular productions of some beings, but cannot 
happen in the production of all being by the uni- 
versal cause of all beings, which is God. Hence 
God by creation produces things without move- 
ment. Now when movement is removed from 
action and passion, only relation remains, as was 
said above (A. 2, Ans. 2). Hence creation in the 
creature is only a certain relation to the Creator 
as to the principle of its being; even as in pas- 
sion, which implies movement, is implied a re- 
lation to the principle of motion. 

Reply Obj. 1. Creation signified actively 
means the divine action, which is God’s essence, 
with a relation to the creature. But in God rela- 
tion to the creature is not a real relation, but 
only a relation of reason; but the relation of the 
creature to God Is a real relation, as was said 
above (Q. XIII, A. 7) in treating of the divine 
names. 

Reply Obj. 2. Because creation is signified as 
a change, as was said above (A. 2, Ans. 2), and 
change is a kind of medium between the mover 
and the thing moved, therefore also creation is 
signified as a medium between the Creator and 
the creature. Nevertheless passive creation is in 
the creature, and jis a creature. Nor is there 
need of a further creation in its creation: be- 
cause relations, from the fact that they are rela- 
tions, that is, are said of something else, are 
not referred by any other relations, but by 
themselves; as was also shown above (Q. xtur, 
A. I, Ans. 4), in treating of the equality of the 
Persons. 

Reply Obj. 3. The creature is the term of 
creation as signifying a change, but is the sub- 
ject of creation, taken as a real relation, and is 
prior to it in being, as the subject is to the ac- 
cident. Nevertheless creation has a certain 
aspect of priority on the part of the object of 
which it is said, which is tiie beginning of 
the creature. Nor is it necessary to say that 
as long as the creature is it is being created, 
because creation implies a relation of the crea- 
ture to tne Creator, with a certain newness or 
beginning. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether To Be Created Belongs to 
Composite and Subsisting Things? 


We procced thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that to be created does not belong 
to composite and subsisting things. 

Objection 1. For in the book, De Causis 
(prop. Iv),! it is said, ‘“The first of creatures is 
being.” But the being of a thing created is not 

1 BA 166. 
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subsisting. Therefore creation properly speak- 
ing does not belong to subsisting and composite 
things. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is created is from 
nothing. But composite things are not from 
nothing, but are the result of their own com- 
ponent parts. Therefore composite things are 
not created. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is presupposed in the 
second emanation is properly produced by the 
first; as natural generation produces the natural 
thing, which is presupposed in the operation of 
art. But the thing supposed in natural genera- 
tion is matter. Therefore matter, and not the 
composite, is, properly speaking, that which is 
created. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1.1): J the 
beginning God created heaven and earth, But 
heaven and earth are subsisting composite 
things. Therefore creation is proper to these 
things. 

I answer that, To be created is, in a manner, 
to be made, as was shown above (A. 2, Ans.2.). 
Now, to be made is directed to the being of a 
thing. Hence to be made and to he created prop- 
erly belong to whatever being belongs; which, 
indeed, belongs properly to subsisting things, 
whether they are simple things, as in the case of 
separate substances, or composite, as in the case 
of material substances. For being belongs to 
that which has being—that is, to what subsists 
in its own being. Bul forms and accidents and 
the like are called beings not as if they them- 
selves were, but because something is by them; 
as whiteness is called a being, because its sub- 
ject is white by it. Hence. according to the 
Philosopher! accident is more properly said 
to be of a being than a being. Therefore, as 
accidents and forms and the like non-sub- 
sisting things are to he said to co-exist rather 
than to exist, so they ought to be called rather 
concrcated than created things; but, prop- 
erly speaking, created things are subsisting 
beings. 

Reply Obj. 1. In the proposition “the first of 
created things is being,” the word “being” does 
not refer to the created substance, but to the 
proper notion of the object of creation. For a 
created thing is called created because it is a be- 
ing, not because it is “this” being, since crea- 
tion is the emanation of all being from the Uni- 
versal Being, as was said above (A. 1). We use a 
similar way of speaking when we say that the 
first visible thing is colour. although, strictly 
speaking, the thing coloured is what is seen. 

1 Metaphysics, Vu, 1 (102818). 
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Reply Obj. 2. Creation does not mean the 
building up of a composite thing from pre-exist- 
ing principles, but it means that the composite 
is created so that it is brought into being at the 
same time with all its principles. 

Reply Obj. 3. This reason does not prove that 
matter alone is created, but that matter does 
not exist except by creation; for creation is the 
production of the whole being, and not only of 
matter. 


Articte 5. Whether It Pertains to God Alone 
To Create? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that it does not pertain to God 
alone to create. 

Objection 1. Because, according to the Philos- 
opher,? what is perfect can make its own like- 
ness. But immaterial creatures are more perfect 
than material creatures, which nevertheless can 
make their own likeness, for fire generates 
fire, and man begets man. Therefore an imma- 
terial substance can make a substance like to 
itself. But immaterial substance can be made 
only by creation, since it has no matter from 
which to be made. Therefore a creature can 
create. 

Obj. 2. Further, the greater the resistance is 
on the part of the thing made, so much the 
greater power is required in the maker. But a 
contrary resists more than nothing. Therefore it 
requires more power to make (something) from 
its contrary, which nevertheless a creature can 
do, than to make a thing from nothing. Much 
more therefore can a creature do this. 

Obj. 3. Further, the power of the maker is 
considered according to the measure of what is 
made. But creaicd being is finite. as we proved 
above when treating of the infinity of God (Q. 
Vit, AA. 2, 3, 4). Therefore only a finite power 
is needed to produce a creature by creation. But 
to have a finite power is not contrary to the na- 
ture of a creature. Therefore it is not impossible 
for a creature to create. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
iii, 8)* that “neither good nor bad angels can 
create anything.” Much less therefore can any 
other creatures. 

I answer that, It sufficiently appears at the 
first glance, according to what precedes (A. I, 
Q. XLIV, AA. 1, 2), that to create can be the 
proper action of God alone. For the more uni- 
versal effects must be reduced to the more uni- 
versal and prior causes. Now among all effects 


2 Soul, 11, 4 (415*26); also Meteorology, tv, 3 (380°%r4). 
3 PL 42, 876. 
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the most universal is being itself, and hence it 
must be the proper effect of the first and most 
universal cause, and that is God. Hence also it 
is said (De Causis, prop. iii)! that neither in 

telligence nor the soul gives us being, except ih 
so far as it works by divine operation. Now to 
produce being absolutely, not as this or that be- 
ing, belongs to the notion of creation. Hence it 
is manifest that creation is the proper act of 
God alone. 

It happens, however, that something may par- 
ticipate the proper action of another not by its 
own power. but instrumentally, in so far as it 
acts by the power of another; as air can heat 
and ignite by the power of fire. And so some 
have supposed that although creation is the 
proper act of the universal cause, still some in- 
ferior cause acting by the power of the first 
cause can create, And thus Avicenna asserted? 
that the first separate substance created by God 
created another after itself, and the substance 
of the world and its soul; and that the substance 
of the world creates the matter of the inferior 
bodies. And in the same manner the Master 
says (Sent. iv, p. 5)* that God can communi- 
cate to a creature the power of creating, so that 
the latter can create ministerially, not by its 
own power. 

But this cannot be, because the secondary in- 
strumental cause does not participate the action 
of the superior cause, except in so far as by 
something proper to itself it works to dispose 
the effect of the principal agent. If therefore it 
effects nothing according to what is proper to it- 
self, it is used to no purpose, nor would there be 
any need of certain instruments for certain ac- 
tions. Thus we see that a saw, in cutting wood, 
which it does by the property of its own form. 
produces the form of a bench, which is the 
proper effect of the principal agent. Now the 
proper effect of God creating is what is pre- 
supposed to all other effects. and that is 
absolute being Hence nothing else can act 
dispositively and instrumentally to this effect. 
since creation is not from anything presupposed 
which can be disposed by the action of the 
instrumental agent. So therefore it is impossi- 
ble for any creature to create. cither by its 
own power, or instrumentally—that is, minis- 
terially. 


1 BA 16s. 

2 Meta., tr. rx, chap. 4 (104vb); cf. Algazel, Meéa., tr. v 
(MK 119); Averroes, Dest. Dest., disp. 3 (tx, 52E); cf. 
also Albert, Summe de Creat., U, Q. 61, A. 2 (BO xxxv, 
524). 
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And above all it is absurd to suppose that a 
body can create, for no body acts except by 
touching or moving; and thus it requires in its 
action some pre-existing thing which can be 
touched or moved, which is contrary to the very 
notion of creation. 

Reply Obj. 1. A perfect thing participating 
any nature, makes a likeness to itself not by ab- 
solutely producing that nature, but by applying 
it to something else. For an individual man can- 
not be the cause of human nature absolutely, 
because he would then be the cause of himself; 
but he is the cause of human nature being in the 
man begotten, and thus he presupposes in his 
action a determinate matter whereby he is an 
individual man. But as this man participates 
human nature, so every created being partici- 
pates, so to speak, the nature of being; for God 
alone is His own being, as we have said above 
(Q. vit, AA. 1, 2). Therefore no created being 
can produce a being absolutely, except in so far 
as it causes being in this, and so it is necessary 
to presuppose that whereby a thing is this thing, 
before the action by which it makes its own 
likeness. But in an immaterial] substance it is 
not possible to presuppose anything whereby it 
is this thing, because it is this thing by its form, 
whereby it has being, since it is a subsisting 
form. Therefore an immaterial substance can- 
not produce another immaterial substance like 
itself as regards its being, but only as regards 
some added perfection; as we may say that 
a superior angel illuminates as inferior, as 
Dionysius says (Cel Hier. viii, 2).4 In this 
way even in heaven there is paternity, as the 
Apostle says (Eph. 3. 15): From whom all pa- 
ternity in heaven and on earth is named. From 
which it evidently appears that no created 
being can cause anything, unless something 
is presupposed, which Is against the notion of 
creation. 

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is made from its con- 
trary accidentally,® but per se from the subject 
which is in potency. And so the contrary resists 
the agent because it impedes the potency from 
the act to which the agent intends to reduce the 
matter, as fire intends to reduce the matter of 
water to an aci like to itself, but is impeded 
by the form and contrary dispositions, whereby 
the potency (of the water) is restrained from 
being reduced to act; and the more the potency 
is restrained, the more power is required in 
the agent to reduce the matter to act. Hence a 
much greater power is required in the agent 

4 PG 3, 240. 
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when' no potency pre-exists. Thus therefore ‘it 
appears that. it-is an act.of much greater power 
to make a ed from nothing, than from its 
contrary. . . 

Reply Obj. ‘ The power of the maker is 
weighed not only from the substance of the 
thing made, but also from the mode of its be- 
ing made; for a greater heat heats not only 
more, but faster. Therefore although to create 
a finite effect does. not show an infinite power, 
yet to create it from nothing does show an in- 
finite power. which appears from what has been 
said (Ans. 2). For if a greater power is required 
in the agent in proportion to the distance of the 
potency from the act, it follows that the power 
of that which produces something from no pre- 
supposed potency is infinite, because there is 
no proportion between no potency and the po- 
tency presupposed by the power of a natural 
agent, as there is no proportion between 
non-being and being. And because no creature 
has absolutely an infinite power, any more 
than it has an infinite being, as was proved 
above (Q. VU, A. 2), it follows that no creature 
can create. 


Articte 6. Whether To Create Is Proper to 
Any of the Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Stxth Article: It 
would seem that to create is proper to some 
Person. 

Objection 1. For what comes first is the cause 
of what is after, and what is perfect is the cause 
of what is imperfect. But the procession of the 
divine Person is prior to the procession of the 
creature, and is more perfect, because the di- 
vine Person proceeds in perfect likeness of its 
principle; the creature however proceeds in im- 
perfect likeness. Therefore the processions of 
the divine Persons are the cause of the proces- 
sions of things. and so to create is proper to a 
Person. 

Obj. 2. Further, the divine Persons are dis- 
tinguished from each other only by their proces- 
sions and relations. Therefore whatever differ- 
ence is altributed to the divine Persons belongs 
to them according to the processions and rela- 
tions of the Persons. But the causation of crea- 
tures is diversely attributed to the divine Per- 
sons; for in the Creed,' to the Father is at- 
tributed that He is the “Creator of all things 
visible and invisible,” to the Son is attributed 
that ‘by Him all things were made,” and to the 
Holy Ghost is attributed that He is “Lord and 
Life-giver.”’ Therefore the causation of crea- 

1 Nicaean Creed (MA u, 666; DZ 54). 
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tures belongs to the Persons according to pro- 
cessions and relations. 

Obj. 3. Further, if it be said that the causa- 
tion of the creature flows from some essential 
attribute appropriated to some one Person, this 
does not appear to be sufficient, because every 
divine effect is caused by every essential at- 
tribute—namely, by power, goodness, and wis- 
dom—and thus does not pertain to one more 
than to another. Therefore any determinate 
mode of causation ought not to be attributed to 
one Person more than to another, unless they 
are distinguished in creating according to rela- 
tions and processions. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
ii)? that all things created are the common 
work of the whole Godhead. 

I answer that, To create is, properly speak- 
ing, to cause or produce the being of things. 
And as every agent produces its like, the prin- 
ciple of action can be considered from the effect 
of the action; for fire generates fire. And there- 
fore to create pertains to God according to His 
being, that is, His essence, which is common to 
the three Persons. Hence to create is not proper 
to any one Person, but is common to the whole 
Trinity. 

Nevertheless the divine Persons, according 
to the nature of their procession. have a causal- 
ity respecting the creation of things. For as was 
said above (Q. xIV, A. 8; Q. XIX, A. 4), When 
treating of the knowledge and will of God, God 
is the cause of things by His intellect and will, 
just as the craftsman is cause of the ‘things 
made by his craft. Now the craftsman works 
through the word conceived in his intellect, and 
through the love of his will regarding some ob- 
ject. Hence also God the Father made the crea- 
ture through His Word, which is His Son, and 
through His Love, which is the Holy Ghost. 
And so the processions of the Persons are the 
types of the productions of creatures in so far 
as they include the essential attributes, which 
are knowledge, and will. 

Reply Obj. 1. The processions of the divine 
Persons are the cause of creation, as above ex- 
plained. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the divine nature, although 
common to the three Persons, still belongs to 
them in a kind of order, since the Son receives 
the divine nature from the Father, and the 
Holy Ghost from both, so also likewise’ the 
power of creation, whilst common to the three 
Persons. belongs to them in a kind of order. 
For the Son receives it from the Father, and the 

4 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 637). 
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Holy Ghost from both. Hence to be the Creator 
is attributed to the Father as to Him Who does 
not have the power of creation from another. 
And of the Son it is said (John 1. 3), Through 
Him all things were made, since He has the 
same power, but from another; for this preposi.- 
tion “through” usually denotes a mediate cause, 
or a principle from a principle. But to the Holy 
Ghost, Who has the same power from both, is 
attributed that by His rule He governs and 
quickens what is created by the Father through 
the Son. Again, the general notion of this ap- 
propriation may be taken from the appropria- 
tion of the essential attributes. For, as above 
Stated (Q. xxxIx, A. 8), to the Father is ap- 
propriated power which is chiefly shown in 
creation, and therefore it is attributed to 
Him to be the Creator. To the Son is appro- 
priated wisdom, through which the agent acts 
through the intellect; and therefore it is said: 
Through Whom all things were made. And to 
the Holy Ghost is appropriated goodness, to 
which belong both government, which brings 
things to their due ends, and the giving of 
life—for life consists in a certain interior 
movement, and the first mover is the end and 
goodness. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although every effect of God 
proceeds from each attribute, each effect is re- 
duced to that attribute to which it is connected 
through its proper notion; thus the order of 
things is reduced to wisdom, and the justifica- 
tion of the sinner to mercy and goodness pour- 
ing itself out superabundantly. But creation, 
which is the production of the very substance of 
a thing, is reduced to power. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether in Creatures Is Necessarily 
Found a Trace of the Trinity? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that in creatures there is not neces- 
sarily found a trace of the Trinity. 

Objection 1. For anything can be discovered 
through its traces. But the trinity of persons 
cannot be discovered from creatures, as was 
above stated (q. xxxi1, A. t). Therefore there 
is no trace of the Trinity in creatures. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is in creatures 1s 
created. Therefore if the trace of the Trinity is 
found in creatures according to some of their 
properties, and if everything created has a trace 
of the Trinity, it follows that we can find a 
trace of the Trinity in each of these (proper- 
ties), and so on to infinitude. 

Obj. 3. Further, the effect represents only its 
own cause. But the causality of creatures be- 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


longs to the common nature and not to the re- 
lations whereby the Persons are distinguished 
and numbered. Therefore in the creature is to 
be found a trace not of the Trinity but of the 
unity of essence. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
vi, 10),' that ‘“‘the trace of the Trinity appears 
in creatures.” 

I answer that, Every effect in some degree 
represents its cause, but in different ways. For 
some effects represent only the causality of the 
cause, but not its form; as smoke represents 
fire. Such a representation is called representa- 
tion by trace; for a trace shows that someone 
has passed by but not who it is. Other effects 
represent the cause as regards the likeness of 
its form, as fire generated represents fire gen- 
erating, and a statue of Mercury represents Mer- 
cury; and this is called the representation of 
image. 

Now the processions of the divine Persons 
are referred to the acts of intellect and will. as 
was said above (qQ. xxvirt). For the Son pro- 
ceeds as the word of the intellect, and the Holy 
Ghost proceeds as love of the will. Therefore 
in rational creatures, possessing intellect and 
will, there is found the representation of the 
Trinity hy way of image, since there is found in 
them the word conceived, and the love proceed- 
ing. 

But in all creatures there is found the trace 
of the Trinity, since in every creature are found 
some things which are necessarily reduced to 
the divine Persons as to their cause. For every 
creature subsists in its own being, and has a 
form, whereby it is determined to a species, 
and has an order to something else. Therefore 
as it is a created substance, it represents the 
cause and principle; and so in that manner it 
shows the Person of the Father, Who is the 
principle from no principle. According as it has 
a form and species, it represents the Word as 
the form of the thing made by art is from 
the conception of the craftsman. According 
as it has order, it represents the Holy Ghost, 
since He is love, because the order of the 
effect to something else is from the will of the 
Creator. 

And therefore Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
loc. cit.) that the trace of the Trinity is found 
in every creature according as it is one indi- 
vidual, and according as it is formed by a spe- 
cies, and according as it possesses order. And to 
these also are reduced those three, number, 
weight, and measure, mentioned in the Book of 

IPL 42, 932. 
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Wisdom (rr. 21). For measure refers to the 
substance of the thing limited by its principles, 
number refers to the species, weight refers to 
the order. And to these three are reduced the 
other three mentioned by Augustine (De Nat. 
Boni, iii), “mode, species, and order,” and 
also those he again mentions (99. LXXxITI1, 
gu. 18)": “that which persists; that which 
is distinguished; that which agrees.” For a 
thing persists by its substance, is distinct by 
its form, and agrees by its order. Other simi- 
lar expressions may be easily reduced to the 
above. 

Reply Obj. 1. The representation of the trace 
is to be referred to the appropriations, in which 
manner we are able to arrive at a knowledge of 
the trinity of the divine persons from creatures, 
as we have said (Q. XXXII, A. I, ANS. I). 

Reply Obj. 2. A creature is properly a thing 
self-subsisting, and in such are the three above- 
mentioned things to be found. Nor is it neces- 
sary that these three things should be found in 
all that exists in the creature, but only to a 
subsisting being is the trace ascribed in regard 
to those three things. 

Reply Obj. 3. The processions of the persons 
are also in some way the cause and type of 
creation, as appears from the above (A. 6). 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Creation Is Mingled with 
Works of Nature and Art? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that creation is mingled in works 
of nature and art. 

Objection 1. For in every operation of nature 
and art some form is produced. But it is not 
produced from anything, since matter has no 
part in it. Therefore it is produced from noth- 
ing; and thus in every operation of nature and 
art there is creation. 

Obj. 2. Further, the effect is not more power- 
ful than its cause. But in natural things the only 
agent is the accidental form, which is an active 
or a passive form. Therefore the substan- 
tial form is not produced by the operation of 
nature. And therefore it must be produced by 
creation. 

Obj. 3. Further, in nature like begets like. 
But some things are found generated in nature 
by a thing unlike to them, as is evident in ani- 
mals generated through putrefaction. Therefore 
the form of these is not from nature, but by 
creation; and the same reason applies to other 
things. 

1PL 42, 553» 

2 PL 40, 15. 
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Obj. 4. Further, what is not created, is not a 
creature. If therefore in nature’s productions" 
there were not creation, it would follow that 
nature’s productions are not creatures; which 
is heretical. 

On the contrary, Augustine’ distinguishes the 
work of propagation, which is a work of na- 
ture, from the work of creation. 

I answer that, The doubt on this subject 
arises from the forms which, some said,‘ do not 
begin by the action of nature, but previously 
exist in matter; for they asserted that forms 
are latent. This arose from ignorance concern- 
ing matter, and from not knowing how to dis- 
tinguish between potency and act. For because 
forms pre-exist in matter in potency, they as- 
serted that they pre-existed absolutely. Others, 
however, said® that the forms were given or 
caused by a separate agent by way of creation, 
and accordingly, that to each operation of na- 
ture is joined creation. But this opinion arose 
from ignorance concerning form. For they 
failed to consider that the form of the natural 
body is not subsisting, but is that by which 
a thing is. And therefore, since to be made 
and to be created belong properly to a sub- 
sisting thing alone, as shown above (a. 4), it 
does not belong to forms to be made or to 
be created, but to be concreated. What, in- 
deed, is properly made by the natural agent 
is the composite, which is made from mat- 
ter, 

Hence creation does not enter in the works 
of nature, but it presupposed to the work of 
nature, 

Reply 067. 1. Forms begin to be in act when 
the composite’ things are made, not as though 
they were made per se, but only accidentally. 

Reply Obj. 2. The active qualities in nature 
act by virtue of substantial forms, and there- 
fore the natural agent not only produces its 
like according to quality, but according to spe- 
cies. 

Reply Obj. 3. For the generation of imper- 
fect animals, a universal agent suffices, and 
this is to be found in the celestial power to 
which they are assimilated, not in species, but 
according to a kind of analogy. Nor is it neces- 
sary to say that their forms are created by a 
separate agent. However for the generation of 
perfect animals the universal agent does not 


3 De Gen. ad Lit., v, 11, 20 (PL 34, 330, 335). 

4 Anaxagoras, in Aristotle, Physics, 1, 4 (187%29): cf. 
St. Thomas, De Pot., Q. 111, A. 8. 

6 Cf. St. Thomas, De Pot., 9. ut, a. 8. Averroes ascribed 
this doctrine to Plato—In Meta., vit, 31 (vrir, 180K). 
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suffice, but ‘a proper agent is required, in the 
shape of a univocal generator. 

Reply Obj. 4. The operation of nature takes 
place only on the presupposition of created 
principles; and thus the products of nature are 
called creatures. 


QUESTION XLVI 
OF THE BEGINNING OF THE DURATION 


OF CREATURES 
(In Three Articles) 


NeExtT must be considered the beginning of the 
duration of creatures, about which there are 
three points for treatment: (1) Whether crea- 
tures always existed? (2) Whether that they 
began to exist is an article of Faith? (3) How 
God is said to have created heaven and earth 
in the beginning? 

ARTICLE 1. Whether the Universe of Creatures 
Always Existed? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the universe of creatures, 
now called the world, had no beginning, but 
existed from eternity. 

Objection 1. For everything which begins to 
be is a possible being before it exists; other- 
wise it would be impossible for it to come into 
being. If therefore the world began to be, it was 
a possible being before it began to be. But what 
is possible to be is matter, which is in potency 
to being, which results from a form, and to non- 
being, which results from privation of form. 
If therefore the world began to be, matter must 
have existed before the world. But matter can- 
not exist without form, while the matter of the 
world with is form is the world. Therefore the 
world existed before it began to exist; which is 
impossible.! 

QObj. 2. Further, nothing which has power to 
be always, is at times and at times is not, because 
a thing exists as far as the power of that thing 
extends. But every incorruptible thing has pow- 
er to be always, for its power does not extend 
to any determinate time. Therefore no incor- 
ruptible thing is at times, and at times is 
not. But everything which has a beginning at 
some time is, and at some time is not. ‘There- 
fore no incorruptible thing begins to be. But 
there are many incorruptible things in the world, 
as the celestial bodies and all intellectual 


1 This is the position of the Peripatctics, according to 
Maimonides, Guide, pt. 11, chap. 14 (FR 174); cf. Aver- 
roes, Destruct., Desiruct., disp. 1 (Ix. 34H); Jn Pahys., 
Vir, 4 (IV, 340K). 
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substances. Therefore the world did not begi 
to be.? 

Obj. 3. Further, what is unbegotten has no 
beginning. But the Philosopher says? that “‘mat- 
ter is unbegotten,” and also‘ that “the: heaven 
is unbegotten.” Therefore the universe did not 
begin to be.‘ 

Obj. 4. Further, a vacuum exists where there 
is not a body, though there could be. But if the 
world began to exist, there was first no body 
where the body of the world now is; and yet it 
could be there, otherwise it would not be there 
now. Therefore before the world there was a 
vacuum, which is impossible.® 

Obj. §. Further, nothing begins anew to be 
moved except through the mover or the thing 
moved being otherwise now than it was before, 
But what is otherwise now than it was before, 
is moved. Therefore before every new move- 
ment there was a previous movement. There- 
fore movement always was; and therefore also 
the thing moved always was, because movement 
is only in a thing moved.’ 

Obj. 6. Further, every mover is either nat- 
ural or voluntary. But neither begins to move 
except by some pre-existing movement. For na- 
ture always moves in the same manner; hence 
unless some change precede either in the nature 
of the mover, or in the movable thing there can- 
not arise from the natural mover a movement 
which was not there before. And the will, with- 
out itself being changed, puts off doing what it 
proposes to do; but this can be only by some im- 
agined change, at least as regards time. Thus he 
who wills to make a house to-morrow, and not 
to-day, awaits something which will be to-mor- 
row, but is not to-day, and at least awaits for 
to-day to pass, and for to-morrow to come; and 
this cannot be without change, because time is 
the measure of movement. Therefore it re- 
remains that before every new movement, there 
was another movement. And so the same con- 
clusion follows as before.* 

Obj. 7. Further, whatever is always in its be- 
ginning and always in its end cannot cease and 
cannot begin, because what begins is not in its 
end,.and what ceases is not in its beginning. 

2 Aristotle, Heavens, 1, 12 (281518); Averroes, Zn de 
Celo, 1, 119 (Iv, 340K). 

* Physics, t, 9 (192"28). 

4 Heavens, 1, 3 (270"13). 

5 Cf. Maimonides, Guide, 1, 13 (FR 173). 

* Averroes, In De Calo, 111, 29 (V, r90H). 

7 Aristotle’s argument, according to Maimonides, Guéde, 
i, 14 (FR 174); cf. Averroes, In Phys., vu, 7 (IV, 342M). 

® Avicenna, Meta., tx, 1 (1oara); Averroes, In Phys., 


vit, 8 (Iv, 344E); 15 (v, 3491; Destruct. Desiruct., 1 (1X, 
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But time always is in its beginning. and end, 
because there is no time except sow which is 
the end of the past and the beginning of the 
future. Therefore time cannot begin or end, 
and consequently neither can movement, the 
measure of which is time.! 

Obj. 8. Further, God is before the world 
either in the order of nature only, or also by 
duration. If in the order of nature only, there- 
fore, since God is eternal, the world also is eter- 
nal. But if God is prior by duration, since what 
is prior and posterior in duration constitutes 
time, it follows that time existed before the 
world, which is impossible.” 

Obj. 9. Further, if there is a sufficient cause, 
there is an effect, for a cause to which there is 
no effect is an imperfect cause, requiring some- 
thing else to make the effect follow. But God 
is the sufficient cause of the world, being the 
final cause, by reason of His goodness, the ex- 
emplary cause by reason of His wisdom, and 
the efficient cause, by reason of His power as 
appears from the above (Q. XLIV, AA. I, 3, 4). 
Since therefore God is eternal, the world also is 
eternal.’ 

Obj. 10. Further, where there is an eternal 
action, there is an eternal effect. But the action 
of God is His substance, which is eternal. There- 
fore the world is eternal. 

On the contrary, It is said (John 17. 5), 
Glorify Me O Father with Thyself with the 
glory which I had before the world was; and 
(Prov. 8. 22). The Lord possessed Me in the 
beginning of His ways, before He made any- 
thing from the beginning, 

I answer that, Nothing except God can be 
from eternity. And this statement is not im- 
possible to uphold, for it has been shown above 
(Q. xIx, A. 4) that the will of God is the cause 
of things. Therefore things are necessary ac- 
cording as it is necessary for God to will them, 
since the necessity of the effect depends on the 
necessity of the cause.4 Now it was shown 
above (q. xtx, A. 3), that, absolutely speak- 
ing, it is not necessary that God should will 
anything except Himself. It is not therefore 
necessary for God to will that the world should 
always exist; but the world is eternal ta the 
extent that God wills it to be eternal, since the 


1 Aristotle, PAysics, vit, 1 (25119); cf. Averroes, In 
Phys., vill, comm. 11 (tv, 346¢). 

* Avicenna, Meta., 1x, 1 (1orvab); cf. Averroes, Desi. 
Dest., disp. z (1x, 27C). 

8 Avicenna, Meta. 1x, 1 (ro1vb); cf. Alexander of Hales, 
Summa Theal., 1, 64 (QR 1, 93); Bonaventure, J” Sent., u, 
d. 1, pl. 1, A.1, Q. 2 (QR, 20). 

4 Aristotle, Metaphysics, v, 5 (1015%9). 
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being of the world depends on the will of God, 
as on its cause. Jt is not therefore necessary for 
the world to be always. And hence it cannot be 
proved by demonstration. 

Nor are Aristotle's reasons’ demonstrative 
absolutely, but relatively that is, as contradict- 
ing the reasons of some of the ancients who as- 
serted that the world began to exist in some 
ways impossible in truth. This appears in three 
ways.® First, because, both in the Physics? and 
in the Heavens® he advances some opinions as 
those of Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Plato, and 
brings forward reasons to refute them. Second- 
ly, because wherever he speaks of this subject, he 
quotes the testimony of the ancients, which is 
not the way of a demonstrator, but of one per- 
suading of what is probable. Thirdly, because he 
expressly says® that there are dialectical prob- 
lems, of which we do not have proofs, such as, 
“whether the world is eternal.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Before the world existed it was 
possible for the world to be: not, indeed, ac- 
cording to a passive power which is matter, but 
according to the active power of God; and also, 
according as a thing is called absolutely pos- 
sible not in relation to any power, but from the 
sole relation of the terms which are not con- 
trary to each other, in which sense possible is 
opposed to impossible, as appears from the 
Philosopher.” 

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever has power always to 
be, from the fact of having that power cannot 
sometimes be and sometimes not be; but before 
it received that power, it did not exist. 

Hence this reason, which is given by Aris- 
totle,!' does not prove absolutely that incor- 
ruptible things never began to exist, but that 
they did not begin by the natural mode where- 
by things generated and corruptible begin. 

Reply Obj. 3. Aristotle proves’? that “matter 


’ is unbegotten” from the fact that “it has not a 


subject” from which to derive its existence, and 
he proves!® that “heaven is ungenerated,” be- 
cause it has no contrary from which to be gen- 
erated, Hence it appears that no conclusion fol- 
lows either way, except that matter and heaven 
did not begin by generation, as some said,'‘ es- 


5 Physics, vul, 1 (25024), 

® Cf. Maimonides, Guide, 11, 15 (FR 176). 
Ty, 1 (250%24; 251517), 

81, 10 (2794, 280"30), 

® Topics, 3, 9 (104"16). 

10 Metaphysics, v, 12 (101919). 

U Heavens, 1, 12 (28118), 

13 Physics, 1, 9 (192%28). 

1a Heavens, 3, 3 (27013). 

4 Cf. Aristotle, Heavens, 1, 10 (279°13), 
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pecially about heaven. But we say that matter 
and heaven were produced into being by crea- 
tion, aS appears above (Q. XLIV, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 4. The notion of a vacuum not 
only implies that in which nothing ts, but also 
requires a space capable of holding a body and 
in which there is not a body, as appears from 
Aristotle! We hold however that before the 
world was there was no place or space. 

Reply Obj. 5. The first mover was always in 
the same state, but the first movable thing was 
not always so, because it began to be whereas 
before it was not. This, however, was not 
through change, but by creation, which is not 
change, as said above (Q. XLv, A. 2 Ans. 2). 
Hence it is evident that this reason, which 
Aristotle gives,? is valid against those who ad- 
mitted the existence of eternal movable things, 
but not eternal movement, as appears from the 
opinions of Anaxagoras and Empedocles.® But 
we hold that from the moment movable things 
began to exist movement also existed. 

Reply Obj. 6. The first agent is a voluntary 
agent. And although He had the eternal will to 
produce some effect, yet He did not produce an 
eternal effect. Nor is it necessary for some 
change to be presupposed, not even on account 
of imaginary time. For we must take into con- 
sideration the difference between a particular 
agent that presupposes something and produces 
something elsc, and the universal agent, who 
produces the whole. The particular agent pro- 
duces the form, and presupposes the matter; 
and hence it is necessary that it introduce the 
form in due proportion into a suitable matter. 
And so it is reasonable to say that it introduces 
the form into such matter, and not into an- 
other, on account of the different kinds of mat- 
ter. But it does not seem reasonable to say so 
of God Who produces form and matter to- 
gether, whereas it is considered reasonable to 
say of Him that He produces matter fitting to 
the form and to the end. Now, a particular 
agent presupposes time just as it presupposes 
matter. Hence it is reasonably considered as 
acting in time after and not in time before, ac- 
cording to an imaginary succession of time after 
time. But the universal agent Who produces the 
thing and time also, is not consider: d as act- 
ing now, and not before, according to an imag- 
Inary succession of time succeeding time, as if 
time were presupposed to His action; but He 
must be considered as giving time to His effect 

1 Physics, 1v, 1 (20826). 

2 Tbhid., vu, 1 (251425). 

3 Cf. Aristotle, Physics, vit, t (25024). 
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as much as and when He willed, and according 
to what was fitting to demonstrate His power. 
For the world leads more evidently to the 
knowledge of the divine creating power if it 
was not always than if it had always been, since 
everything which was not always manifestly 
has a cause, while this is not so manifest of 
what always was. 

Reply Obj. 7. As is stated,‘ “before and after 
belong to time,” according as they are ‘‘in move- 
ment.” Hence beginning and end in time must 
be taken in the same way as in movement. Now, 
granted the eternity of movement, it is neces- 
sary that any given moment in movement be a 
beginning and an end of movement, which need 
not be if movement has a beginning. The same 
reason applies to the zow of time. Thus it ap- 
pears that the notion of the instant now, as be- 
ing always the beginning and end of time, pre- 
supposes the eternity of time and movement. 
Hence Aristotle brings forward this reason?’ 
against those who asserted the eternity of time, 
but denied the eternity of movement. 

Reply Obj. 8. God is prior to the world by 
priority of duration. But the word prior sig- 
nifies priority not of time, but of eternity. Or 
we may say that it signifies the eternity of 
Imaginary time, and not of time really existing; 
just as when we say that above heaven there is 
nothing, the word above signifies only an imag- 
inary place, according as it is possible to imag- 
ine other dimensions beyond those of the heav- 
enly body. 

Reply Obj 9. As the effect follows from the 
cause that acts naturally according to the mode 
of its form, so likewise it follows from the vol- 
untary agent, according to the form precon- 
ceived and determined by the agent, as appears 
from what was said above (Q. xIXxX, A. 4: Q. 
XLI, A. 2). Therefore, although: God was from 
eternity the sufficient cause of the world, we 
should not say that the world was produced by 
Him, except as preordained by His will—that 
is, that it should have being after not being, in 
order more manifestly to declare its author. 

Reply Obj. 10. Given the action, the effect 
follows according to the requirement of the 
form, which is the principle of action. But in 
agents acting by will, what is conceived and 
preordained is taken as the form, which is the 
principle of action. Therefore from the eternal 
action of God an eternal effect does not follow, 
but such an effect as God willed, an effect, that 
is, which has being after not being. 

4 Aristotle, Physics, tv, 11 (21927). 

5 Jbid., vil, x (251529). 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether It Is an Article of Faith 
That the World Began? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem tkat it is not an article of faith but a 
demonstrable conclusion that the world began. 

Objection 1. For everything that is made has 
a beginning of its duration. But it can be 
proved demonstratively that God is the effect- 
ing cause of the world; indeed this is asserted 
by the more credible philosophers.! Therefore 
it can be demonstratively proved that the 
world began.’ 

Obj. 2. Further, if it is necessary to say that 
the world was made by God, is must therefore 
have been made from nothing, or from some- 
thing. But it was not made from something; 
otherwise the matter of the world would have 
preceded the world, against which are the argu- 
ments of Aristotle, who held that heaven was 
ungenerated. Therefore it must be said that the 
world was made from nothing; and thus it has 
being after not being. Therefore it must have 
begun to be.* 

Obj. 3. Further, everything “which works by 
intellect, works from some principle,”4 as ap- 
pears in all craftsmen. But God acts by intel- 
lect; therefore His work has a principle. The 
world, ther2fore, which is His effect, did not 
always exit. 

Obj. 4. Further, it appears clearly that cer- 
tain arts have developed, and certain countries 
have begun to be inhabited at some fixed time. 
But this would not be the case if the world had 
been always. Therefore it is manifest that the 
world did not always exist. 

Obj. 5. Further, it is certain that nothing can 
be equal to God. But if the world had always 
been it would be equal to God in duration. 
Therefore it is certain that the world did not 
always exist.® 

Obj. 6. Further, if the world always was, in- 
finite days have preceded this present day. But 
it is impossible to pass through an infinite medi- 
um. Therefore we should never have arrived at 
this present day; which is manifestly false.7 

1 See above, Q. X1LV, A. 2. 

2 The position of Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1, 
64 (QR 1, 95); and Bonaventure, In Sent., 11, d. 1, A. 1, Q. 2 
(QR u, 22); cf. Albert, J Phys , vil, 1, 13 (BO m, 552); 
Summa Theol., pt. ur, tr. 1,9. 4 (RO xxx, 108). 

+ Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1, 64 (QR 1, 93). 

4 Aristotle, PAysics, 111, 4 (203431). 

’ Cf. Albert the Great, 7n Phys., vit, 1, 12 (BO m1, 548). 

® Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1, 64 (QR 1, 93). 

7 Algazel, according to Averroes, Desi. Dest., disp. 1 (1X, 


18C): cf. Maimonides, Guide, 1, 74 (FR 138); Bonaven- 
ture, In Sent., 1, d. 1, Pt. 1, A. 1,Q. 2 (QRU, 21). 
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Obj. 7. Further, if the world was eternal, 
generation also was eternal. Therefore one man 
was begotten of another in an infinite series. 
But the father is the efficient cause of the son.3 
Therefore in efficient causes there could be an 
infinite series, which is disproved in the Meta- 
physics.® 

Obj. 8. Further, if the world and generation 
always were, there have been an_ infinite 
number of men. But man’s soul is immortal. 
Therefore an infinite number of human souls 
would actually now exist, which is impossible. 
Therefore it can be known with certainty 
that the world began, and is held not only by 
fajth.! 

On the contrary, The articles of faith cannot 
be proved demonstratively, because faith is of 
things that appear not (Heb. 11. 1). But that 
God is the Creator of the world; hence that the 
world began, is an article of faith, for we say, 
“TI believe in one God," etc.'And again, Gregory 
says (Hom. i. in Ezech.), '* that Moses prophe- 
sied of the past, saying, Jn the beginning God 
created heaven and carth, in which words the 
newness of the world is conveyed. Therefore 
the newness of the world is known only by rev- 
elation; and therefore it cannot be proved 
demonstratively. 

7 answer that, We hold by faith alone, and 
it cannot be proved by demonstration, that the 
world did not always exist, as was said above 
of the mystery of the Trinity (9. xxxm, a. 1). 
The reason of this is that the newness. of the 
world cannot be demonstrated from the world 
itself. For the principle of demonstration is the 
essence of a thing. Now everything according 
to the notion of its species abstracts from here 
and now; hence it is said that ‘“‘universals are 
everywhere and always.” Hence it cannot be 
demonstrated that man, or heaven, or a stone 
did not always exist. 

Likewise neither can it be demonstrated on 
the part of the efficient cause, which acts by 
will. For the will of God cannot be investigated 
by reason, except as regards those things which 
God must will of necessity, and what He wills 
about creatures is not among these, as was said 
above (Q. xIx, A. 3). But the divine will can 


8 Aristotle, Physics, 11, 3 (19430). 

» Aristotle, 11, 2 (994%5); cf. Avcrroes, Dest. Dest., disp. 
1 (IX, 20A), 

10 Algazel, according to Averroes, Dest. Dest., disp. 1 (1x, 
20A); cf. Maimonides, Guide, 1, 73 (FR 131); Bonaven- 
ture, In Seni.,u,d. 1, Pt. 1, A 1,9. 2 (QRM4, 27). 

11 Nicaean Creed (MA ny, 666; DZ 54). 

2 PL 76, 786. 

¥ Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 1, 31 (87°33). 
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be manifested to man by revélation, on which 
faith rests. Hence that the world began to exist 
is an object of faith, but not of demonstration 
or science. And it is useful to consider this, lest 
anyone, presuming to demonstrate what is of 
faith, should bring forward reasons that are not 
cogent, so as to give occasion to unbelievers to 
laugh, thinking that on such reasons we be- 
lieve things that are of faith. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says! the opinion 
of philosophers who asserted the eternity of the 
world was twofold. For some said that the sub- 
stance of the world was not from God, which is 
an intolerable error; and therefore it is refuted 
by proofs that are cogent. Some, however, said 
that the world was eternal, although made by 
God. “For they hold that the world has a be- 
ginning, not of time, but of creation, so that in 
a certain hardly intelligible way it was always 
made.” “And they try to explain their mean- 
ing thus” as Augustine says*: ‘for just as, if 
the foot were always in the dust from eternity, 
there would always be a footprint which with- 
out doubt was caused by him who trod on it, 
so also the world always was, because its Maker 
always existed.” To understand this we must 
consider that the efficient cause, which acts by 
motion, of necessity precedes its effect in time; 
hecause the effect is only in the end of the ac- 
tion, and every agent must be the beginning of 
action. But if the action is instantaneous and 
not successive, it is not necessary for the maker 
to be prior to the thing made in duration, as 
appears in the case of illumination. Hence they 
sav? that it does not follow necessarily if God 
is the active cause of the world, that He should 
be prior to the world in duration, because crea- 
tion, by which He produced the world, is not a 
successive change, as was said ahove (Q. xIv, 
A. 7). 

Reply Obj. 2. Those who would say that the 
world was eternal, would say that the world was 
made by God from nothing; not that it was 
made after nothing, according to what we un- 
derstand by the word creation, but that it was 
not made from anything; and so also some of 
them do not reject the word creation, as ap- 
pears from Avicenna.’ 

Reply Obj. 3. This is the argumen! of Anaxa- 
goras (as quoted in the Physics).5 But it does 
not lead to a necessary conclusion, except as 
to that intellect which deliberates in order to 

1 City of God, xt, 4 (PL 41, 319). 

2 Jbid., x, 31 (PL 41, 311). 

3Cf. Averroes, Dest. Dest., I (tx, 2771). 


4 Meta., 1X, 4 (104Vva). 
5 Aristotle, 111, 4 (203%31), 
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find out what should be done, which is like 
movement. Of such a character is the human 
intellect, but not the divine intellect (a. XIV, 
AA. 7, 12). 

Reply Obj. 4. Those who hold the eternity: of 
the world hold that some region was changed 
an infinite number of times, from being unin- 
habitable to being inhabitable and vice versa, 
and likewise they hold that the arts, by reason 
of various corruptions and accidents, were 
subject to an infinite variety of discovery 
and decay.® Hence Aristotle says’ that it is 
absurd from such particular changes to accept 
the opinion of the newness of the whole 
world. 

Reply Obj. 5. Even supposing that the world 
always was, it would not be equal to God in 
eternity, as Bocéthius says (De Consol. v, 6),8 
because the divine Being is all being simul- 
taneously without succession; but with the 
world it is otherwise. 

Reply Obj. 6. Passage is always understood as 
being from term to term. Whatever by-gone 
day we choose, from it to the present day there 
is a finite number of days which can be passed 
through. The objection is founded on the idea 
that, given two extremes, there is an infinite 
number of mean terms. 

Reply Obj, 7. In efficient causes it is impos- 
sible to proceed to infinity per se—thus. there 
cannot be an infinite number of causes that are 
per se required for a certain effect; for instance, 
that a stone be moved by a stick, the stick by 
the hand, and so on to infinity. But it is not 
impossible to proceed to infinity accidentally as 
regards efficient causes; for instance, if all the 
causes thus infinitely multiplied should have 
the order of only one cause, their multiplication 
being accidental; as an artificer acts by means 
of many hammers accidentally, because one 
after the other is broken. It is «ccidental, there- 
fore, that one particular hammer acts after the 
action of another, and likewise it is accidental 
to this particular man as generator to he gen- 
eratcd by another man; for he generates as a 
man, and not as the son of another man. For all 
men generating hold one grade in efticient 
causes—namely, the grade of a particular gen- 
erator. Hence it is not impossible for a man to 
be generated by man to infinity; but such a 
thing would he impossible if the generation of 
this man depended upon this man, and on an 


® Cf. Augustine, City of God, x11, 10 (PL 41, 358); Aris- 
totle, Meleorology, 1, 14 (351%19); Averroes, In Meta., xn, 
so (vin, 334D). 


7 Metcorology, 1, 14 (352%26). 8 PL 63, 359. 
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elementary body, and on the sun, and so on to 
infinity. 

Reply Obj. 8. Those who hold the eternity 
of the world evade this reason in many ways. 
For some do not think it impossible for there 
to be an actual infinity of souls, as appears from 
the Metaphysics of Algazel, who says! that such 
a thing is an accidental infinity. But this was 
disproved above (q. vu, A. 4). Some say that 
the soul is corrupted with the body.? And some 
say that of all souls only one endures.’ But 
others, as Augustine says.’ asserted on this ac- 
count a cycle of souls—namely, that souls 
separated from their bodies return again to 
hodies after a course of time. A fuller considera- 
tion of these matters will be given later (Q. 
LXXV, A. 63 Q. LXXVI, A. 23 Q. CXVIIT, A. 6). 
But we must consider that this argument con- 
cerns only a particular case. Hence one might 
say that the world was eternal, or at least some 
creature, as an angel, but not man. But we are 
considering the question in general, as to wheth- 
er any creature can exist from eternity. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Creation of Things Was 
in the Beginning of Time? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the creation of things was not 
in the beginning of time. 

Objection 1, For whatever is not in time, is 
not in any part of time. But the creation of 
things was not in time; for by the creation the 
substance of things was brought into being, 
and time does not measure the substance of 
things, and especially of incorporeal things. 
Therefore, creation was not in the beginning of 
time. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher proves® that 
“everything which is made, was being made”; 
and so to be made implies a before and after. 
But in the beginning of time, since the begin- 
ning of time js indivisible, there is no before 
and after. Therefore, since to be created is a 
kind of being made. it appears that things were 
not created in the beginning of time. 

Obj. 3. Further, even time itself is created. 
But time cannot he created in the heginning of 
time, since time is divisible, and the beginning 
of time is indivisible. Therefore, the creation of 
things was not in the beginning of time. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 1): In 

17,1, 6 (MK 4o). Cf. Averroes, Dest. Dest., 1 (tx, 20A). 

2The ancient naturalists, such as Democritus. Cf. 
Aristotle, Physics, vit, 1 (25116). 

4 Averroes, Dest. Dest., 1, (1x, 20K). 

4 Serm., CCXLI, 4 (PL 38, 1135); Cély of God, xn, 13 
(PL 41, 367). 6 Physics, V1, 6 (237>10). 
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the beginning God created heaven and earth. 

I answer that, The words of Genesis, Zn the 
beginning God created heaven and earth, are 
expounded in a threefold sense in order to ex- 
clude three errors. For some said® that the 
world always was, and that time had no begin- 
ning; and to exclude this the words /n the be- 
ginning are expounded—namely, of time. And 
some said’ that there are two principles of crea- 
tion, one of good things and the other of evil 
things, against which /a the begintuing is ex- 
pounded—in the Son. For as the efficient prin- 
ciple is appropriated to the Father by reason of 
power, so the exemplary principle is appropri- 
ated to the Son by reason of wisdom, in order 
that, as it is said (Ps. 103. 24), Thou hast made 
all things in wisdom, it may be understood that 
God made all things in the beginning—that is, 
in the Son; according to the word of the Apos- 
tle (Col. 1. 16), Jn Him—namely, the Son— 
were created all things. But others said® that 
corporeal things were created by God through 
the medium of spiritual creatures; and to ex- 
clude this it is expounded thus: Jn the begiv- 
ning—that is, before all things—God created 
heaven and earth. For four things are stated to 
be created together—namely, the empyrean 
heaven, corporeal matter, by which is meant 
the earth, time, and the angelic nature. 

Reply Obj. 1. Things are said to be created 
in the beginning of time not as if the beginning 
of time were a measure of creation, but because 
together with time heaven and earth were 
created. 

Reply Obj. 2. This saying of the Philosopher 
is understood of the being made which comes 
about by motion, or as the term of motion. Be- 
cause, since in every motion there is hefore and 
after, before any one point in a given motion— 
that is, whilst anything is in the process of be- 
ing moved and made, there is a before and also 
an after, because what is in the beginning of 
motion or in its term is not in being moved. 
But creation is neither motion nor the term of 
motion, as was said above (Q. XLV. AA. 2, 3). 
Hence a thing is created in such a way that it 
was not being created before. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nothing is made except as it 
exists. But nothing exists of time except now. 
Hence time cannot be made except according 
to some ow; not because there is time in the 
first now, but because from it time begins. 


6 See above, A 1, 2, ans. 2, 4, 8 Cf. Augustine, City of 
God, X, 31; XI, 4: xn, 10 (PL 41, 311, 319, 357)- 

7 See below, 0. XLIX, A. 3. 

§ See above, Q. XLV, A. 5; and below, Q. LXV, A. 4. 
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QUESTION XLVII 


Or THE DISTINCTION OF THINGS IN 
GENERAL 


(In Three Articles) 


AFTER considering the production of creatures 
in being we come to the consideration of the 
distinction of things. This consideration will be 
threefold—first, of the distinction of things in 
general; secondly, of the distinction of good and 
evil (9. xLvur); thirdly of the distinction of 
the spiritual and corporeal creature (Q. L). 

Under the first head there are three points of 
inquiry : (1) The multitude or distinction of 
things. (2) Their inequality. (3) The unity of 
the world. 


ARTICLE 1, Whether the Multitude and Distinc- 
tion of Things Come from God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the multitude and distinction of 
things does not come from God 

Objection 1. For one naturally always makes 
one. But God is supremely one, as appears from 
what precedes (Q. x1, A. 4). Therefore He pro- 
duces but one effect. 

Obj. 2. Further, the representation is as- 
similated to its exemplar. But God is the ex- 
emplary cause of His cffect, as was said above 
(Q. xttv, A. 3). Therefore, as God is one, His 
effect is one only, and not diverse. 

Obj. 3. Further, the means are proportioned 
to the end. But the end of the creature is one— 
namely, the divine goodness, as was shown above 
(9. xttv, A 4). Therefore the effect of God is 
but one. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 4, 7) that 
God divided the light from the darkness, and 
divided waters from waters. Therefore the dis- 
tinction and multitude of things is from God. 

[ answer that, The distinction of things has 
been ascribed to many causes. For some at- 
tributed the distinction to matter, cither by it- 
self or with the agent. Democritus, for instance, 
and all the ancient natural philosophers,’ who 
admitted no cause but matter, attributed it to 
matter alone; and in their opinion the distinc- 
tion of things comes from chance according to 
the movement of matter. Anaxagoras, however, 
attributed the distinction and multitude of 
things to matter and to the agent together ;? and 
he said that the intellect distinguishes things by 
drawing out what is mixed up in matter. 


1(f. Aristotle, Physics. m1, 2 (194%20); 11, 4 (196"24); 101, 
4 (203534). 2 Cf, Ibed., 1m, 4 (203%23). 
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But this cannot stand, for two reasons. First, 
because, as was shown above (Q. XLIV, A. 2), 
even matter itself was created by God. Hence 
we must reduce whatever distinction comes from 
matter to a higher cause. Secondly, because 
matter is for the sake of the form, and not the 
form for the matter, and the distinction of 
things comes from their proper forms There- 
fore the distinction of things is not on account 
of the matter, but rather, on the contrary, 
created matter is formless in order that it may 
be accommodatcd to different forms. 

Others have attributed the distinction of 
things to secondary agents, as did Avicenna,’ 
who said that God by understanding Himself, 
produced the first intelligence, in which, since it 
was not its own being, there 1s necessarily com- 
position of potency and act, as will appear later 
(Q. L, A. 2. Ans. 3). And so the first intelligence, 
in so far as it understood the first cause, pro- 
duced the second intelligence; and in so far as 
it understood itself as in potency it produced 
the body of the heavens, which causes move- 
ment, and in so far as it understood itself as 
having actuality it produced the soul of the 
heavens. 

But this opinion cannot stand, for two rea- 
sons. First, because it was shown ahove (0. XLV, 
A. 5) that to create pertains to God alone, and 
hence what can be caused only by creation is 
produced by God alone—namcly, all those 
things which are not subject to generation and 
corruption. Secondly, because. according to this 
opinion the universality of things would not pro- 
ceed from the intention of the first agent, but 
from the concurrence of many active causes; 
and such an effect we can describe only as being 
produced by chance. Therefore, the perfection 
of the universe. which consists of the diversity 
of things, would thus be a thing of chance, which 
is impossible. 

Hence we inust say that the distinction and 
multitude of things come from the intention 
of the first agent, who is God. For He brought 
things i: to being in order that His goodness 
might be communicated to creatures, and be 
represented by them: and because His good- 
ness could not be adequately represented by 
one creature alone, Fle produced many and di- 
verse creatures, that what was wanting to one 
in the representation of the divine goodness 
might be supplied hy another. For goodness, 
which in God is simple and uniform, in crea- 
tures is manifold and divided; and hence the 
whole universe together participates the divine 


3 Meta. 1x, 4 (104va); cf.1, 7 (73rb). 
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goodness more perfectly, and represents it 
better than any single creature whatever. 

And because the divine wisdom is the cause 
of the distinction of things, therefore Moses 
said that things are made distinct by the word 
of God, which is the conception of His wisdom; 
and this is what we read in Genesis (1. 3, 4): 
God said: Be light made. ... And He divided 
the light from the darkness. 

Reply Obj. 1. The natural agent acts by the 
form which makes it what it is, and which is 
only one in one thing; and therefore its effect is 
one only. But the voluntary agent, such as God 
is, as was shown above (Qq. XIX, A. 4), acts by 
an intellectual form. Since, therefore, it is not 
against God’s unity and simplicity to under- 
stand many things, as was shown above (aq. xv, 
A. 2), it follows that, although He is one, He 
can make many things. 

Reply Obj. 2. This reason would apply to the 
representation which reflects the exemplar per- 
fectly, and which is multiplied by reason of 
matter only; hence the uncreated image, which 
is perfect, is only one. But no creature perfectly 
represents the first exemplar, which is the divine 
essence; and, therefore, it can be represented by 
many things. Still, according as ideas are called 
exemplars, the plurality of ideas corresponds in 
the divine mind to the plurality of things. 

Reply Obj. 3. In speculative things the means 
of demonstration, which demonstrates the con- 
clusion perfectly, is one only whereas probable 
means of proof are many. Likewise when op- 
eration is concerned, if the means be equal, so 
to speak, to the end, one only is sutficient. But 
the creature is not such a means to its end, 
which is God. And hence the multiplication of 
creatures is necessary. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Inequality of Things Is 
from God? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the inequality of things is not 
from God. 

Objection 1. For it belongs to the best to pro- 
duce the best. But among things that are best, 
one is not greater than another. Therefore, it 
belongs to God, Who is the Best, to make all 
things equal. 

Obj. 2. Further, equality is the effect of unity! 
But God is one. Therefore, He has made all 
things equal. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is the part of justice to give 
unequal to unequal things. But God is just in all 
His works. Since, therefore, no inequality of 

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, V, 1§ (1021°12). 
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things is presupposed to the operation whereby 
He gives being to things, it seems that He has 
made all things equal. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ecclus. 33. 7): 
Why does one day excel another, and one light 
another, and one year another year, one sun 
another sun? (Vulg.—when all come of the 
sun). By the knowledge of the Lord they were 
distinguished. 

I answer that, When Origen wished to refute 
those who said that the distinction of things 
arose from the contrary principles of good and 
evil, he said? that in the beginning all things 
were created equal by God. For he asserted that 
God first created only the rational creatures, 
and all equal, and that inequality arose in them 
from free choice, some being turned to God 
more and some less, and others turned more and 
others less away from God. And so those ra- 
tional creatures which were turned to God by 
free choice, were advanced to the different orders 
of angels according to the diversity of merits. 
And those who were turned away from God 
were bound down to various bodies according to 
the diversity of their sin; and he said this was 
the cause of the creation and diversity of bodies. 

But according to this opinion, it would follow 
that the universe of bodily creatures would not 
be the effect of the goodness of God as com- 
municated to creatures, but it would be for the 
sake of the punishment of sin, which is contrary 
to what is said: God saw all the things that He 
had made, and they were very good (Gen. 1. 
31). And, as Augustine says:? “What can be 
more foolish than to say that the divine Archi- 
tect provided this one sun for the one world not 
to be an ornament to its beauty, nor for the 
benefit of corporeal things, but that it happened 
through the sin of one soul, so that, if a hundred 
souls had sinned, there would be a hundred suns 
in the world?” 

Therefore it must be said that as the wisdom 
of God is the cause of the distinction of things, 
so the same wisdom is the cause of their in- 
equality. This may be explained as follows. A 
twofold distinction is found in things: one is a 
formal distinction as regards things differing 
specifically; the other is a materia] distinction 
as regards things differing numerically only. And 
as the matter is on account of the form, ma- 
terial distinction exists for the sake of the formal 
distinction. Hence we see that in incorruptible 
things there is only one individual of each 
species, since the species is sufficiently pre- 

2 Peri Archon, I, 6 (PG 11, 166); 8 (178); 1, 9 (229). 

3 City of God, x1, 23 (PL 41, 337). 
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served in the one, but in things generated and 
corruptible there are many individuals of one 
species for the preservation of the species. From 
this it appears that formal distinction is of 
greater consequence than material. Now, formal 
distinction always requires inequality, because, 
as the Philosopher says,’ “the forms of things 
are like numbers in which species vary by addi- 
tion or subtraction of unity.” Hence in natural 
things species seem to be arranged in degrees; 
as the mixed things are more perfect than the 
elements, and plants than minerals, and animals 
than plants, and men than other animals; and 
in each of these one species is more perfect than 
others. Therefore, as the divine wisdom is the 
cause of the distinction of things for the sake of 
the perfection of the universe, so is it the cause 
of inequality. For the universe would not be 
perfect if only one grade of goodness were found 
in things. 

Reply Obj, 1. It pertains to the best agent to 
produce an effect which is best in its entirety, 
but this does not mean that He makes every 
part of the whole the best absolutely, but in pro- 
portion to the whole; in the case of an animal, 
for instance, its goodness would be taken away if 
every part of it had the dignity of an eye. Thus, 
therefore, God also made the universe to be best 
as a whole, according to the mode of a creature, 
not making each single creature best, but one 
better than another. And therefore we find it 
said of each creature, God saw the light that it 
was good (Gen. 1. 4); and in like manner of 
each one of the rest. But of all together it is 
said, God saw all the things that He had made, 
and they were very good (Gen. 1. 31). 

Reply Obj. 2. The first effect of unity is equal- 
ity, and then comes multiplicity. And there- 
fore from the Father, to Whom, according to 
Augustine.” is appropriated unity, the Son pro- 
ceeds, to Whom is appropriated equality, and 
then from Him the creature proceeds, to which 
belongs inequality; but nevertheless even crea- 
tures share in a certain equality—namely, of 
proportion. 

Reply Obj. 3. This is the argument that per- 
suaded Origen, but it holds only as regards the 
distribution of rewards, the inequality of which 
is due to unequal merits. But in the constitution 
of things there is no inequality of parts through 
any preceding inequality, either of merits or of 
the disposition of the matter; but inequality 
comes from the perfection of the whole. This 
appears also in works done by art; for the roof 


1 Metaphysics, vit, 3 (1043%34). 
3 Christian Dectrine, 1, 5 (PL 34, 21) 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


of a house differs from the foundations not be- 
cause it is made of other material, but in order 
that the house may be made perfect of different 
parts, the artificer seeks different material; in- 
deed, he would make such material if he could. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is Only One World? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is not only one world, 
but many. 

Objection 1. Because, as Augustine says (90. 
LXXXIII, gu. 46),° it is unfitting to say that God 
has created things without a reason. But for 
the same reason that He created one, He could 
create many, since His power is not limited to 
the creation of one world, but rather it is in- 
finite, as was shown above (Q. xxv, A. 2), 
Therefore God has produced many worlds. 

Obj. 2. Further, nature does what is best, and 
much more does God. But it is better for there 
to be many worlds than one, because many good 
things are better than a few. Therefore many 
worlds have been made by God. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything which has a form 
in matter can be multiplied in number, the 
species remaining the same, because multiplica- 
tion In number comes from matter. But the 
world has a form in matter. Thus as when I say 
man I mean the form. and when I say this man, 
I mean the form in matter; so when we say 
world, the form is signified, and when we say 
this world, the form in matter is signified. There- 
fore there is nothing to prevent the existence 
of many worlds. 

On the contrary, It is said (John 1. 10): The 
World was made by Him, whcre the world is 
named as one, as if only one existed. 

I answer that, The very order of things 
created by God shows the unity of the world. 
For this world is called one by the unity of 
order, whereby some things «re ordered to 
others. But whatever things come from God 
have relation of order to each other and to God 
Himself,as shown above (Q. XI, A 3; Q XXI,A.1 
Ans. 3). Hence it is necessary that all things 
should belong to one world. Therefore those 
only can assert that many worlds exist who do 
not ‘acknowledge any ordering wisdom, but 
rather believe in chance, as Democritus,’ who 
said that this world, besides an infinite number 
of other worlds, was made from a clashing to- 
gether of atoms. 


3PL 40, 30. 

4See Aristotle, Zeavens, 111, 4 (30354); Cicero, De Nat. 
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| Reply Obj. 2. This reason proves that the 
world is one because all things must be arranged 
in.one order, and to one end. Therefore from 
the unity of order in things Aristotle infers! the 
unity of God governing all; and Plato,* from the 
unity of the exemplar, proves the unity of the 
world. as the thing designed. 

Reply Obj. 2. No agent intends material 
plurality as the end, since material multitude 
has no certain limit, but of itself tends to in- 
finity, and the infinite is opposed to the notion 
of end. Now when it is said that many worlds 
are better than one, this has reference to ma- 
terial multitude. But the best in this sense is 
not the intention of the divine agent because 
for the same reason it might be said that if He 
had made two worlds, it would be better if He 
had made three, and so on to infinity. 

Reply Obj. 3. The world is composed of the 
whole of its matter. For it is not possible for 
there to be another earth than this one, since 
every earth would naturally be carried to this 
central one, wherever it was. The same applies 
to the other bodies which are parts of the world. 


QUESTION XLVIII 
THE DISTINCTION OF THINGS IN 
PARTICULAR 
(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider the distinction of things 
in particular; and first the distinction of good 
and evil; and then the distinction of the spiritual 
and corporeal creatures. (Q L.) 

Concerning the first, we inquire into evil and 
its cause (Q. XLIX). 

Concerning evil, six points are to be con- 
sidered: (1) Whether evil is a nature? (2) 
Whether evil is found in things? (3) Whether 
good is the subject of evil? (4) Whether evil 
totally corrupts good? (5) The division of evil 
into pain and fault. (6) Whether pain, or fault, 
has more the character of evil? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Evil Is a Nature? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that evil is a nature. 

Objection 1. For every genus is a nature. But 
evil is a genus; for the Philosopher says*® that 
“good and evil are not in a genus, but are genera 
of other things.” Therefore evil is a nature. 

Obj. 2. Further, every difference which con- 


1 Metaphysics, X11, 10 (1076"4). 

2Cf. Timaeus (31); ct. also St. Thomas, Jn de Calo, 
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stitutes a species if a. nature. But evil is a dif- 
ference constituting a species in morals; for'a 
bad habit differs in species from a good habit, 
as liberality from illiberality. Therefore evil sig- 
nifies a nature. 

Obj. 3. Further, each extreme of two con- 
traries is a nature. But evil and good are not op- 
posed as privation and habit, but as contraries, 
as the Philosopher shows‘ by the fact that be- 
tween good and evil there is a medium, and 
from evil there can be a return to good. There- 
fore evil signifies a nature. 

Obj. 4. Further, what is not, acts not. But evil 
acts, for it corrupts good. Therefore evil is a 
being and a nature. 

Obj. 5. Further, nothing belongs to the per- 
fection of the universe except what is a being 
and a nature. But evil pertains to the perfection 
of the universe of things, for Augustine ‘says 
(Enchir. 10)' that “the admirable beauty of the 
universe is made up of all things. In which even 
what is called evil, well ordered and in its place, 
eminently sets off the good.” Therefore evil is a 
nature. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv),® “Evil is neither a being nor a good.” 

I answer that, One opposite is known through 


’ the other, as darkness is known through light. 


Hence also what evil is must be known from 
the notion of good. Now, we have said above 
that good is everything desirable; and thus, 
since every nature desires its own being and its 
own perfection, it must be said also that the 
being and the perfection of any nature has the 
character of goodness. Hence it cannot be that 
evil signifies being, or any form or nature. There- 
fore it must be that by the name of evil is sig- 
nified a certain absence of good. And this is 
what is meant by saying that “evil is neither a 
being nor a good.” For since being, as such, is 
good, the taking away of the one implies the 
taking away of the other. 

Reply Obj. 1. Aristotle speaks there accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Pythagoreans, who 
thought that evil was a kind of nature; and 
therefore they held that good and evil are 
genera.’ For Aristotle, especially in his logical 
works, brings foward examples that in his time 
were probable in the opinion of some philos- 
ophers. Or, it may be said that, as the Philos- 
opher says,® “the first kind of contrariety is 
habit and privation,” as being verified in all con- 
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traries; since one contrary is always imperfect 
in relation to another, as black in relation to 
white, and bitter in relation to sweet. And in 
this way good and evil are said to be genera not 
simply, but in regard to contraries; because, as 
every form has the character of good, so every 
privation, as such, has the character of evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. Good and evil are not consti- 
tutive differences except in morals, which re- 
ceive their species from the end, which is the 
object of the will, the source of all morality. 
And because good has the nature of an end, 
therefore good and evil are specific differences 
in moral things; good in itself, but evil as the 
absence of the due end. Yet neither does the 
absence of the due end by itself constitute a 
moral species, except as it is joined to an im- 
proper end; just as we do not find the privation 
of the substantial form in natural things unless 
it is joined to another form. Thus, therefore, 
the evil which is a constitutive difference in 
morals is a certain good joined to the privation 
of another good, just as the end proposed by 
the intemperate man is not the privation of the 
good of reason, but the delight of sense without 
the order of reason. Hence evil is not a constitu- 
tive difference as such, but by reason of the 
good that is joined to it. 

Reply Obj. 3. This answer appears from the 
above. For the Philosopher speaks there of good 
and evil in morality. Because in that respect, 
between good and evil there is a medium. as 
good is considered as something ordcred, and 
evil as a thing not only out of order, but also as 
injurious to another. Hence the Philosopher 
says! that a prodigal man is “foolish,” but not 
evil. And from this evil in morality, there may 
be a return to good, but not from any sort of 
evil; for from blindness there is no return to 
sight, although blindness is an evil. 

Reply Obj. 4. A thing is said to act in a three- 
fold sense. In one way, formally. as when we 
say that whiteness makes white; and in that 
sense evil considered even as a privation is said 
to corrupt good, since it is itself a corruption 
or privation of good. In another sense a thing 
is said to act effectively, as when a painter 
makes a wall white. Thirdly, it is said in the 
sense of the final cause, as the end is said to 
effect by moving the efficient cause. But in these 
two ways evil does not effect anything of itself, 
that is, as a privation, but by virtue of the good 
joined to it. For every action comes from some 
form, and everything which is desired as an 
end is a perfection. And therefore, as Dionysius 
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says (Div. Nom. iv),? evil does not act, nor 
is it desired, except by virtue of some good 
joined to it, while of itself it is nothing definite, 
and beside the scope of our will and intention. 

Reply Obj. 5. As was said above, (Q. If, A. 3; 
Q. XIX, A. 5, ANS. 2; Q. XXI, A. I, ANS. 3; Q. XLIV, 
A. 3) the parts of the universe are ordered to 
each other according as one acts on the other, 
and according as one is the end and exemplar of 
the other. But, as was said above, this can only 
happen to evil as joined to some good. Hence 
evil neither belongs to the perfection of the uni- 
verse, nor does it come under the order of the 
same, except accidentally, that is, by reason 
of some good joined to it. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Evil Is Found in Things? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that evil is not found in things. 

Objection 1, For whatever is found in things, 
is either something, or a privation of something, 
which is a non-being. But Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. iv)* that evil is distant from existence, 
and even more distant from non-existence. 
Therefore evil is not at all found in things 

Obj. 2. Further, being and thing are con- 
vertible. If, therefore. evil is a being in things. 
it follows that evi] is a thing. which is contrary 
to what has been (A. 1) 

Obj 3. Further, “the white unmixed with black 
is the most white,” as the Philosopher says.‘ 
Therefore also the good unmixed with evil is the 
greater good. But Ged makes always what is 
best, much more than nature does. Therefore in 
things made by God there is no evil. 

On the contrary, According to this, all pro- 
hibitiopns and penalties would be removed, for 
they exist only for evils. 

I answer that, As was said above (9. XLVIt, 
A. 2), the perfection of the universe requires 
that there should be inequality ‘n things, so that 
every grade of goodness may be realized. Now, 
one grade of goodness is that of the good which 
cannot fail Another grade of goodness is that 
of the good which can fail in goodness. And 
these grades are to be found in being itself; for 
some things there are which cannot lose their 
being as incorruptible things, while some there 
are which can lose it, as things corruptible. 

As, therefore, the perfection of the universe 
requires that there should be not only beings 
incorruptible, but also corruptible beings, so the 
perfection of the universe requires that there 
should be some which can fail in goodness, and 
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thence it follows that sometimes they do fail. 
Now it is in this that evil consists, namely, in the 
fact that a thing fails in goodness. Hence it is 
clear that evil is found in things, as corruption 
also is found; for corruption is itself an evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Evil is distant both from abso- 
lute being and from absolute non-being, because 
it is neither a habit nor a pure negation, but a 
privation. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the Philosopher says,' being 
is twofold. In one way it is considered as signi- 
fving the entity of a thing, according as it is 
divided by the ten predicaments; and in that 
sense it is convertible with thing. and in this 
way no privation is a being. and neither there- 
fore is evil a being. In another sense being sig- 
nifies the truth of a proposition which consists 
in composition whose mark is this word is; and 
in this sense being is what answers to the ques- 
tion, Does it exist? and thus we speak of blind- 
ness as being in the eye, or of any other priva- 
tion. In this way even evi} can be called a being. 
Through ignorance of this distinction some,’ 
considering that things are called evil, or that 
evil is said to be in things, believed that evil was 
a kind of thing 

Reply Obj. 3. God and nature and any other 
agent make what is best in the whole, but not 
what is best in every single part, except in order 
to the whole, as was said above (9. XLVII, A. 2 
Ans. 1). And the whole itself, which is the unt- 
verse of creatures, is better and more perfect if 
same things in it can fail in goodness. and do 
sometimes fail, God not preventing this This 
happens, first, because “it belongs to Providence 
not to destroy, but to save nature,” as Dionysius 
says (Div. Nom. iv)*; it belongs to nature how- 
ever that what may fail should sometimes fail; 
secondly, because. as Augustine says (£nchir. 
1r),4 “God is so powerful that He can even make 
good out of evil.” Hence many good things would 
be taken away if God permitted no evil to exist; 
for fire would not be generated if air was not 
corrupted, nor would the life of a lion be pre- 
served unless the ass were killed. Neither would 
avenging justice nor the patience of a sufferer 
be praised if there were no injustice. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Evil Is in Good As in a 
Subject? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that evil is not in good as in a sub- 
ject. 

1 Metaphysics, V, 7 (1017%22). 
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Objection 1. For good is something that exists. 
But Dionysius says (Dev. Nom. iv, 4)* that “evil 
does not exist, nor is it in that which exists.” 
Therefore, evil is not in good as in a subject. 

Obj. 2. Further, evil is not a being, whereas 
good is a being. But non-being does not require 
being as its subject. Therefore, neither does evil 
require good as its subject. 

Obj. 3. Further, one contrary is not the sub- 
ject of another. But good and evil are contraries. 
Therefore, evil is not in good as in its subject. 

Obj. 4. Further, the subject of whiteness is 
called white. Therefore, also. the subject of evil 
is evil. If, therefore, evil is in good as in its sub- 
ject, it follows that good is evil, against what 
is said (Isa. 5. 20): Woe to you who call evil 
good, and good evil! 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchir. 
14)* that evil exists only in good. 

I answer that, As was said above (A. 1), evil 
implies the absence of good. But not every ab- 
sence of good is evil. For absence of good can 
be taken in a privative and in a negative sense. 
Absence of good, taken negatively is not evil; 
otherwise, it would follow that what does not 
exist is evil, and also that everything would be 
evil, through not having the good belonging to 
something else; for instance, a man would be 
evil who had not the swiftness of the roe, or the 
strength of a lion. But the absence of good, 
taken in a privative sense, is an evil; as. for in- 
stance, the privation of sight is called blindness. 

Now, the subject of privation and of form is 
one and the same—namely, being in potency, 
whether it be being in potency absolutely, as 
primary matter, which is the subject of the sub- 
stantial form, and of privation of the opposite 
form; or whether it be being in potency rela- 
tively and in act absolutely, as in the case of a 
transparent body, which is the subject both of 
darkness and light. It is, however, manifest 
that the form which makes a thing actual is a per- 
fection and a good, and thus every actual being 
is a good; and likewise every potential being. as 
such, is a good, as having a relation to good. For 
as it has being in potency, so has it good in po- 
tency. Therefore, the subject of evil is good. 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius means that evil is 
not in existing things as a part, or as a natural 
property of any existing thing. 

Reply Obj. 2. Non-being, understood nega- 
tively, does not require a subject; but privation 
is negation in a subject, as the Philosopher 
says,’ and such non-being is an evil. 
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- Reply Obj. 3. Evil is not in the good opposed 

to it as in its subject, but in some other good, 
for the subject of blindness is not sight, but 
animal. Yet, it appears, as Augustine says (£1- 
chir, 14), ' that “the rule of dialectics here fails, 
where it is laid down that contraries cannot 
exist together.” But this is to be taken as re- 
ferring to good and evil in general, but not in 
reference to any particular good and evil. For 
white and black. sweet and bitter, and the like 
contraries, are only considered as contraries in 
a special sense, because they exist in some de- 
terminate genera. whereas good enters into 
every genus. Hence one good can coexist with 
the privation of another good. 

Reply Obj. 4. The prophet invokes woe to 
those who say that good as such is evil. But 
this does not follow from what is said above, 
as is clear from the explanation given. 


ArTICLE 4. Whether Evil Corrupts the Whole 
Good? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that evil corrupts the whole good. 

Objection 1. For one contrary is wholly cor- 
rupted by another. But good and evil are con- 
traries, Therefore evil can corrupt the whole 
good. 

Obj, 2. Further. Augustine says (Euchir. 12)? 
that “evil hurts in so far as it takes away good.” 
But good is all of a piece and uniform. There- 
fore it is wholly taken away by evil. 

Obj. 3. Further. evil, as long as it lasts, hurts, 
and takes away good. But that from which some- 
thing is always being removed. is at some time 
consumed, unless it is infinite, which cannot be 
said of any created good. Therefore evil wholly 
consumes good. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Euchir., loc. 
cit.) that evil cannot wholly consume good. 

I answer that, Evil cannot wholly consume 
good. To prove this we must consider that good 
is threefold. One kind of good is wholly de- 
stroyea 5y evil, and this is the good opposed to 
the evil. as light is wholly destroyed by dark- 
ness, and sight by blindness. Another kind of 
good is neither wholly destroyed nor diminished 
by evil, and that is the good which is the sub- 
ject of evil; for by darkness the substance of 
the air is not injured. And there is ulso a kind 
of good which is diminshed by evil, but is not 
wholly taken away; and this good is the apti- 
tude of a subject to actuality, 

The diminution, however, of this kind of 
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good is not to be considered by way of subtrac- 
tion, a8 diminution in quantity, but rather by 
way of abatement, as diminution in qualities 
and forms. The lessening likewise of this apti- 
tude is to be taken as contrary to its intensity. 
For this kind of aptitude receives its intensity 
by the dispositions whereby the matter is pre- 
pared for act, which, the more they are multi- 
plied in the subject, the more is it fitted to re- 
ceive its perfection and form; and, on the con- 
trary. it reccives its lessening by contrary dis- 
positions, which, the more they are multiplied 
in the matter, and the more they are intensified, 
the more is the potency lessened as regards the 
act. 

Therefore. if contrary dispositions cannot be 
multiplied and intensified to infinity. but only 
to a certain limit. neither is the aforesaid apti- 
tude diminished or lessened infinitely. as ap- 
pears in the active and passive qualities of the 
elements; for coldness and humidity, whereby 
the aptitude of matter to the form of fire is 
diminished or lessened. cannot be infinitely mul- 
tiplied. But if the contrary dispositions can be 
infinitely multiplied, the aforesaid aptitude is 
ulso infinitely diminished or Jessened; vet. never- 
theless, it is not wholly taken away. because its 
root always remains, which is the substance 
of the subject. Thus, if opaque bodics were 
interposed to infinity between the sun and the 
air, the aptitude of the air to light would be 
infinitely diminished. but still 11 would never be 
wholly removed while the air remained, which 
in its verv nature is transparent. Likewise. addi- 
tion in sin can be made to infinity, whereby 
the aptitude of the soul to grace is more and 
more lessened; and these sins. indeed. are like 
obstacles interposed hetween us and God. ac- 
cording to Isa. 59. 2: Our sins have divided be- 
fween us and God. Yet the aforesaid aptitude of 
the soul is not wholly taken aw+v. for it belongs 
to its very nature. 

Reply Obj. 1. The good which is opposed to 
evil is wholly taken away. but other goods are 
not whol'y removed. as said above. 

Reply Obj. 2. The aforesaid aptitude is a 
medium between subject and act. Hence. where 
it touches act, it is diminished by evil. but 
where it touches the subject. it remains as it 
was. Therefore, although good is like to itself. 
yet, on account of its relation to different 
things. it is not wholly, but only partially taken 
away. 

Reply Obj. 3. Some. imagining that the dim- 
inution of this kind of good is like the diminu- 
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tion of quantity, said that just as the continuous 
is infinitely divisible, if the division be made 
in an ever same proportion (for instance, half 
of half, or a third of a third), so is it in the 
present case. But this explanation does not avail 
here. For when in a division we keep the same 
proportion, we continue to subtract less and 
less; for half of half is less than half the whole. 
But a second sin does not necessarily diminish 
the above mentioned aptitude Jess than a 
preceding sin, but perhaps either equally or 
more. 

Therefore it must be said that, although this 
aptitude is a finite thing, still it may be so 
diminished infinitely, not per se, but acci- 
dentally according as the contrary disposi- 
tions are also increased infinitely, as explained 
above. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Evil Js Adequately Divided 
into Pain (Poena) and Fault (Culpa)? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that evil is not adequately divided 
into pain and fault. 

Objection t. For every defect is a kind of evil. 
But in all creatures there is the defect of not 
being able to keep themselves in being, which 
nevertheless is neither a pain nor a fault. There- 
fore evil is inadequately divided into pain and 
fault. 

Obj, 2. Further, in irrational things there 
is neither fault nor pain; but, nevertheless, 
they have corruption and defect, which are 
evils. Therefore not every evil is a pain or a 
fault. 

Obj. 3. Further, temptation is an evil, but 
it is not a fault; for “temptation which involves 
no consent, is not a sin, but an occasion for the 
exercise of virtue,” as is said in a gloss on 2 Cor. 
12:1 nor is it a pain, because temptation pre- 
cedes the fault. and the pain follows afterwards. 
Therefore, evil is not sufficiently divided into 
pain and fault. 

Obj. 4. On the contrary, It would seem that 
this division is superfluous; for, as Augustine 
says (Enchir. 12),? a thing is evil because it 
hurts. But whatever hurts is penal. Therefore 
every evil comes under pain. 

I answer that, Evil, as was said above (A. 3) 
is the privation of good. which chiefly and of 
itself consists in perfection and act. Act, how- 
ever, is twofold: first. and second. The first act 
is the form and integrity of a thing, the second 
act is its operation. Therefore evil also is two- 
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fold. In one way it occurs by the taking away 
of the form, or of any part required for the 
integrity of the thing, as blindness is an evil. 
as also it is an evil to be wanting in any member 
of the body. In another way evil exists by the 
withdrawal of the due operation, either because 
it does not exist, or because it has not its due 
mode and order. 

But because good in itself is the object of 
the will, evil, which is the privation of good, is 
found in a special way in rational creatures 
which have a will. Therefore the evil which 
comes from the withdrawal of the form and in- 
tegrity of the thing has the nature of a pain, 
and especially so on the supposition that all 
things are subject to divine providence and jus- 
tice, as was shown above (0. xxi, A. 2), for it 
is of the very nature of a pain to be against the 
will. But the evil which consists in the taking 
away of the due operation in voluntary things 
has the nature of a fault; for this is imputed to 
anyone as a fault to fall as regards perfect 
action, of which he is master by the will. There- 
fore every evil in voluntary things is to be 
looked upon as a pain or a fault. 

Reply Obj. 1. Because evil is the privation of 
good, and not pure negation, as was said above 
(A. 3), therefore not every defect of good is an 
evil, but the defect of the good which is nat- 
urally due. For the want of sight is not an evil 
in a stone, but it is an evil in an animal, since 
it is against the nature of a stone to see. So, 
likewise, it is against the nature of a creature to 
be preserved in being by itself. because being 
and conservation come from one and the same 
source. Hence this kind of defect is not an evil 
as regards a creature. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pain and fault do not divide 
evil absolutely considered, but evil that is found 
in voluntary things. 

Reply 06j. 3. Temptation, as implying provo- 
cation to evil, is always an evil of fault in the 
tempter; but in the one tempted it is not. 
properly speaking. a fault, unless through the 
temptation some change is wrought in the one 
who is tempted; for thus the action of the 
agent is in the one acted upon. And if the 
tempted is changed to evil by the tempter he 
falls into fault. 

Reply Obj. 4. It must be said that the very 
notion of pain includes the idea of injury to the 
agent in himself, whereas the notion of fault 
includes the idea of injury to the agent in his 
operation; and thus both are contained under 
the notion of evil, as including the notion of 
injury. 
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ARTICLE 6. Whether Pain Has the Nature 
of Evil More Than Fault Has? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that pain has more of evil than 
fault. 

Objection 1. For fault is to pain what merit 
is to reward. But reward has more of good than 
merit, as its end. Therefore pain has more evil 
in it than fault has. 

Obj. 2. Further, that is the greater evil which 
is opposed to the greater good. But pain, as was 
said above (A. 5), is opposed to the good of the 
agent, while fault is opposed to the good of the 
action. Therefore. since the agent is better than 
the action, it seems that pain is worse than fault. 

Obj. 3. Further, the privation of the end is a 
pain consisting in forfeiting the vision of God, 
whereas the evil of fault is privation of the 
order to the end. Therefore pain is a greater 
evil than fault. 

On the contrary, A wise workman chooses a 
less evil in order to prevent a greater, as the 
surgeon cuts off a limb to save the whole hody. 
But divine wisdom inflicts pain to prevent fault. 
Therefore fault is a greater evil than pain. 

I answer that, Fault has more of the notion 
of evil than pain has; not only more than pain 
of sense, consisting in the privation of corporeal 
goods, which is the kind of pain most men un- 
derstand, but also more than any kind of pain, 
taking pain in its most genera] meaning, so as 
to include privation of grace or glory. 

There is a twofold reason for this. The first 
is that one becomes evil by the evil of fault, but 
not by the evil of pain. as Dionysius savs (Div. 
Nom, iv) :' “To be punished is not an evil; but 
it is an evil to be made worthy of punishment.” 
And this is because, since good absolutely con- 
sidered consists in act, and not in potency, and 
the ultimate act is operation, or the use of some- 
thing possessed, it follows that the absolute 
good of man consists in good operation, or the 
good use of something possessed. Now we use 
all things by the will. Hence from a good will, 
by which a man uses well what he has, man is 
called good, and from a bad will he is called 
bad. For a man who has a bad will can use ill 
even the good he has, as when a grammarian 
of his own will speaks incorrectly. Therefore, 
because the fault itself consists in the dis- 
ordered act of the will, and the pain consists in 
the privation of something used by the will, 
fault has more of evil in it than pain has. 

The second reason can be taken from the fact 
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that God is the author of the evil of pain, but 
not of the evil of fault. And this is because the 
evil of pain takes away the creature’s good, 
which may be either something created, as 
sight, destroyed by blindness, or something un- 
created, as by being deprived of the vision of 
God, the creature forfeits its uncreated good. 
But the evil of fault is properly opposed to un- 
created good, for it is opposed to the fulfilment 
of the divine will, and to divine love, whereby 
the divine good is loved for itself. and not only 
as shared by the creature. Therefore it is plain 
that fault has more evil in it than pain has. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although fault ends in pain, as 
merit in reward, yet fault is not intended on 
account of the pain, as merit is for the reward; 
but rather, on the contrary, pain is brought 
about so that the fault may be avoided, and 
thus fault 1s worse than pain. 

Reply Obj. 2. The order of action which is 
destroyed by fault is the more perfect good of 
the agent, since it is the second perfection, than 
the good taken away by pain, which is the first 
perfection. 

Reply Obj. 3. Pain and fault are not to be 
compared as end and order to the end, because 
one may be deprived of both of these in some 
way, hoth by fault and by pain; by pain, ac- 
cordingly as a man is removed from the end and 
from the order to the end; by fault, according 
as this privation belongs to the action which is 
not ordered to its due end. 


QUESTION XLIX 
THE CAUSE OF EVIL 
(in Three Articles) 


WE next Inquire into the cause of evil. Concern- 
Ing this there are three points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether good can he the cause of evil? (2) 
Whether the supreme good, God, is the cause 
of evil? (3) Whether there be auy supreme evil, 
which is the first cause of all evils? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Good Can Be the Cause 
of Evil? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that good cannot be the cause of evil. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Matt. 7. 18): A 
good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit. 

Obj. 2. Further, one contrary cannot be the 
cause of another. But evil is the contrary to 
good. Therefore good cannot be the cause of 
evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, a deficient effect can proceed 
only from a deficient cause. But evil is a defi- 
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cient effect. Therefore its cause, if it has one, is 
deficient. But everything deficient is an evil. 
Therefore the cause of evil can only be evil. 

Obj. 4. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! that evil has no cause. Therefore good is 
not the cause of evil. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra 
Julian. i 9):? “There is no possible source of 
evil except good.” 

I answer that, It must be said that every evil 
in some way has a cause. For evil is the absence 
of the good which is natural and due to a thing. 
But that anything fail from its natural and due 
disposition can come only from some cause 
drawing it out of its proper disposition. For a 
heavy thing is not moved upwards except by 
some impelling force, nor does an agent fail in 
its action except from some impediment. But 
only good can be a cause, because nothing can 
be a cause except in so far as it is a being, and 
every being, as such, is good. And if we con- 
sider the special kinds of causes, we see that the 
agent, the form, and the end, imply some kind 
of perfection which belongs to the notion of 
good. Even matter, as a potency to good, has 
the nature of good. 

Now that good is the cause of evil by way of 
the material cause was shown above (Q. XLVIII, 
A. 3). For it was shown that good is the subject 
of evil. But evil has no formal cause, rather is 
it a privation of form; likewise, neither has it 
a final cause, but rather is it a privation of order 
to the proper end, since not only the end has the 
nature of good, but also the useful, which is 
ordered to the end. Evil, however, has a cause 
by way of an agent, not per se, but accidentally. 

In proof of this, we must know that evil is 
caused in the action otherwise than in the effect. 
In the action evil is caused by reason of the de- 
fect of some principle of action, either of the 
principal or the instrumental agent; thus the de- 
fect in the movement of an animal may happen 
by reason of the weakness of the motive power, 
as in the case of children, or by reason only of 
the ineptitude of the instrument, as in the lame. 
On the other hand, evil is caused in a thing, but 
not in the proper effect of the agent, sometimes 
hy the power of the agent, sometimes by reason 
of a defect, either of the agent or of the matter. 
It is caused by reason of the power or perfec- 
tion of the agent when there necessarily follows 
on the form intended by the agent the privation 
of another form; as, for instance, when on the 
form of fire there follows the privation of the 
form of air or of water. Therefore, as the more 

1 Sect. 30 (PG 3, 732). 2 PL 44, 670. 


265 
perfect the fire is in strength, so much the more 
perfectly does it impress its own form, so also 
the more perfectly does it corrupt the contrary. 
Hence that evil and corruption befall air and 
water comes from the perfection of the fire; 
but this is accidental, because fire does not aim 
at the privation of the form of water, but at 
the bringing in of its own form, though by doing 
this it also accidentally causes the other. But if 
there is a defect in the proper effect of the fire 
—as, for instance, that it fails to heat—this 
comes either by defect of the action, which im- 
plies the defect of some principle, as was said 
above, or by the indisposition of the matter, 
which does not receive the action of fire acting 
on it. But this very fact that it is a deficient 
being 1s accidental to good to which of itself it 
pertains to act. Hence it is true that evil in no 
way has any but an accidental cause; and thus 
is good the cause of evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (Contra 
Julian. i) 3 “The Lord calls an evil will the evil 
tree, and a good will a good tree.” Now, a good 
will does not produce a morally bad act, since 
it is from the good will itself that a moral act 
is judged to be good. Nevertheless the move. 
ment itself of an evil will is caused by the ra- 
tional creature, which is good. And thus good 
is the cause of evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. Good does not cause that evil 
which is contrary to itself, but some other evil; 
thus the goodness of the fire causes evil to the 
water, and man, good as to his nature, causes 
an act morally evil. And, as explained above 
(Q. XIX. A. 9), this is by accident. Moreover, it 
docs happen sometimes that one contrary causes 
another by accident, for instance, the exterior 
surrounding cold heats by causing the with- 
drawing inwards of heat. 

Reply Obj. 3. Evil has a deficient cause in 
voluntary things otherwise than in natural 
things. For the natural agent produces the same 
kind of effect as it is itself, unless it is impeded 
by some exterior thing; and this indeed is a 
defect in it. Hence evil never follows in the ef- 
fect unless some other evil pre-exists in the 
agent or in the matter, as was said above. But 
in voluntary things the defect of the action 
comes from the will actually deficient in so far 
as it does not actually subject itself to its proper 
rule. This defect, however, is not a fault, but 
fault follows upon it from the fact that the 
will acts with this defect. 

Reply Obj. 4. Evil has no direct cause, but 
only an accidental cause, as was said above. 

® Chap. 9 (PL 44, 672). 
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Article 2. Whether the Supreme Good, God, 
Is the Cause af Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the supreme good, God, is the 
cause of evil. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Isa. 45. 5, 7): 7 
am the Lord, and there ts no other God, forming 
the light and creating darkness, making peace, 
and creating evil. And (Amos 3. 6), Shall there 
be evil in a city, which the Lord hath not done? 

Obj. 2. Further, the cffect of the secondary 
cause is reduced to the first cause. But good is 
the cause of evil, as was said above (A. 1). 
Therefore, since God is the cause of every good, 
as was shown ahove (Q. II, A. 3; Q. VI, AA. I, 4), 
it follows that also every evil is from God. 

Obj. 3. Further, as is said by the Philosopher,! 
the cause of both safety and danger of the ship 
is the same. But God is the cause of the safety 
of all things. Therefore He is the cause of all 
perdition and of all evil. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXII, 
qu. 21)? that, “God is not the author of evil, 
because He is not the cause of tending to non- 
being.” 

I answer that, As appears from what was said 
(a. 1), the evil which consists in the defect of 
action is always caused by the defect of the 
agent. But in God there is no defect, but the 
highest perfection, as was shown above (Q. Iv, 
A. 1). Hence, the evil which consists in defect 
of action, or which is caused by defect of the 
agent, is not reduced to God as to its cause. 

But the evil which consists in the corruption 
of some things is reduced to God as the cause. 
And this appears as regards both natural things 
and voluntary things. For it was said (A. 1) that 
some agent, in so far as it produces by its power 
a form to which follows corruption and defect, 
causes by its power that corruption and defect. 
But it is manifest that the form which God 
chiefly intends in things created is the good of 
the order of the universe. Now, the order of 
the universe requires, as was said above (Q. xxi, 
A. 2 ANS. 2; Q. XLVIII, A. 2), that there should be 
some things that can, and do sometimes, fail. 
And thus God, by causing in things the good of 
the order of the universe, consequently and as it 
were by accident, causes the corruptions of 
things, according to I Kings 2. 6: The Lord 
killeth and maketh alive. But when we read that 
God hath not made death (Wis. 1. 13), the 
sense is that God does not wil] death for its own 
sake. Nevertheless the order of justice belongs 


2 Physics, 1, 3 (195°3). * PL 40, 16. 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


to the order of the universe, and this requires 
that penalty should be dealt out to sinners. And 
so God is the author of the evil which is penalty, 
but not of the evil which is fault, by reason 
of what is said above. 

Reply Obj. 1. These passages refer to the evil 
of penalty, and not to the evil of fault. 

Reply Obj. 2. The effect of the deficient sec- 
ondary cause is reduced to the first non-deficient 
cause as regards what it has of being and per- 
fection, but not as regards what it has of defect; 
just as whatever there is of motion in the act 
of limping is caused by the moving power, 
whereas what is awry in it does not come from 
the moving power, but from the curvature of 
the leg. And, likewise, whatever there is of being 
and action in a bad action is reduced to God 
as the cause, whereas whatever defect is in it is 
not caused by God, but by the deficient sec- 
ondary cause. 

Reply Obj. 3. The sinking of a ship is at- 
tributed to the sailor as the cause from the 
fact that he does not fulfil what the safety of 
the ship requires; but God docs not fail in doing 
what is necessary for the safety of all. Eence 
there is no parity. 

ArTICLE 3. Whether There Be One Supreme 
Evil Which Is the Cause of Every Evil? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is one supreme evil which 
is the cause of every evil, 

Objection 1. For contrary effects have con- 
trary causes. But contrariecty is found in things, 
according to Ecclus. 33. 15: Good is set against 
evil, and life against death; so also ts the stnner 
against a just man. Therefore there are contrary 
principles, one of good, the other of evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, if one contrary is in nature, 
so is the other.’ But the supreme good is in na- 
ture, and is the cause of every good, as was 
shown above (Q. II, A. 3; Q. VI, AA. 2, 4}. There- 
fore, also, there is a supreme evil opposed to it 
as the cause of every evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, as we find good and better 
things, so we find evil and worse. But good and 
better are so considered in relation to what Is 
best. Therefore evil and worse are so considered 
in relation to some supreme evil. 

Obj. 4. Further, everything participated is re- 
duced to what is essential. But things which are 
evil among us are evil not essentially, but by 
participation. Therefore we must seek for some 
supreme evil, which is the cause of every evil. 

Obj. 5. Further, whatever is accidental is re- 
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duced to that which is per se. But good is the 
accidental cause of evil. Therefore, we must 
suppose some supreme evil which is the per se 
cause of evils. Nor can it be said that evil has 
no per se cause, but only an accidental cause; 
for it would then follow that evil would not 
exist in the many, but only in the few. 

Obj. 6. Further, the evil of the effect is re- 
duced to the evil of the cause, because the de- 
ficient effect comes from the deficient cause, as 
was said above (AA. 1, 2). But we cannot pro- 
ceed to infinity in this matter. Therefore, we 
must suppose one first evil as the cause of every 
evil. 

On the contrary, The supreme good is the 
cause of every being, as was shown above (q. 11, 
A. 3; Q. VI, A. 4). Therefore there cannot be any 
principle opposed to it as the cause of evils. 

I answer that, It appears from what precedes 
that there is no one first principle of evil, as 
there is one first principle of good. 

First, indeed, because the first principle of 
good is essentially good, as was shown above (0. 
VI, AA. 3, 4). But nothing can be essentially bad. 
For it was shown above that every being, as 
such, is good (a. v, A. 3), and that evil can exist 
only in good as in its subject (Q XLVIII, A. 3). 

Secondly. because the first principle of good 
is the highest and perfect good which contains 
beforehand in itself all goodness, as shown above 
(Q. vI, A. 2). But there cannot be a supreme 
evil, because, as was shown above (Q. XLVI, A. 
4), although evil always lessens good, yet it 
never wholly consumes it; and thus, since good 
always remains, nothing can be wholly and per- 
fectly bad. Therefore, the Philosopher says! 
that “if the wholly evil could be, it would de- 
stroy itself,’ because all good being destroyed 
(which it need be for something to be wholly 
evil), evil itself would be taken away, since its 
subject is good. 

Thirdly, because the very notion of evil is 
against the notion of a first principle; both be- 
cause evil is caused by good, as was shown 
above (A. 1), and because evil can be only an 
accidental cause, and thus it cannot be the first 
cause, for “the accidental cause is subsequent 
to the per se cause,” as appears in the Physics. 

Those, however, who upheld two first prin- 
ciples, one good and the other evil,’ fell into this 
error from the same source, from which also 
arose other strange notions of the ancients, 
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namely, because they failed to consider the uni- 
versal cause of all being, and considered only 
the particular causes of particular effects. For 
on that account, if they found a thing hurtful 
to something by the power of its own nature, 
they thought that the nature of that thing was 
evil; as, for instance, if one should say that the 
nature of fire was evil because it burnt the 
house of a poor man. The judgment, however, 
of the goodness of anything does not depend 
upon its order to any particular thing, but rather 
upon what it is in itself, and on its order to the 
whole universe, wherein every thing has its own 
perfectly ordered place, as was said above (0. 
XLVIT, A. 2 ANS. I). 

Likewise, those who found two contrary par- 
ticular causes of two contrary particular effects 
did not know how to reduce these contrary par- 
ticular causes to the universal common cause, 
and therefore they extended the contrariety of 
causes even to the first principles. But since all 
contraries agree in something common, it is 
necessary to search for one common cause fot 
them above their own contrary proper causes; 
just as above the contrary qualities of the ele- 
ments exists the power of a heavenly body, and 
likewise above all things that exist, in anyway 
whatsoever there exists one first principle of 
being, as was shown above (Q. II, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. Contraries agree in one genus, 
and they also agree in the aspect of being; and 
therefore, although they have contrary par- 
ticular causes, nevertheless we must come at 
last to one first common cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. Privation and habit belong nat- 
urally to the same subject. Now the subject of 
privation is a being in potency, as was said 
above (Q. XLV1II, A. 3). Hence, since evil is 
privation of good, as appears from what was 
said above (ibid., AA. 1, 2, 3), it is opposed to 
that good which has some potency, but not to 
the supreme good, who is pure act. 

Reply Obj. 3. Increase in intensity is in pro- 
portion to the nature of a thing. And as the 
form is a perfection, so privation removes a per- 
fection. Hence every form, perfection, and good 
is intensified by approach to the perfect term, 
but privation and evil by receding from that 
term. Hence a thing is not said to be evil and 
worse by reason of approach to the supreme evil, 
as, for instance, it is said to be good and better 
by reason of approach to the supreme good. 

Reply Obj. 4. No being is called evil by par- 
ticipation, but by privation of participation. 
Hence it is not necessary to reduce it to any 
essential evil. 
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‘Reply Obj. 5. Evil can only have an acciden- 
tal cause, as was shown above (a. 1). Hence re- 
duction to any per se cause of evil is impossible. 
And to say that evil is in the greater number is 
simply false. For things which are generated 
and corrupted, in which alone can there be na- 
tural evil, are the smaller part of the whole uni- 
verse. And again, in every species the defect of 
nature is in the smaller number. In man alone 
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does evil appear as in the greater number, be- 
cause the good of man as regards the senses is 
not the good of man as man—that is, in regard 
to reason, and more men follow the senses than 
the reason. 

Repiy Obj. 6. In the causes of evil we do not 
proceed to infinity but reduce all evils to some 
good cause, from which evil follows acciden- 
tally. 


TREATISE ON 


QUESTION L 


OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE ANGELS 
ABSOLUTELY CONSIDERED 


(In Five Articles) 


NExT we consider the distinction of corporeal 
and Spiritual creatures: first, the purely spir- 
itual creature which in Holy Scripture is called 
angel; secondly, the creature purely corporeal 
(Q. LxvV); thirdly, the composite creature, cor- 
poreal and spiritual, which is man (Q. LXxVv). 

Concerning the angels, we consider first what 
belongs to their substance; secondly, what he- 
longs to their intellect (Q. LIV); thirdly, what 
belongs to their will (@. L1x); fourthly, what 
belongs to their creation (Q. XL1). 

Their substance we consider absolutely, and 
in relation to corporeal things (Q. LI). 

Concerning their substance absolutely con- 
sidered, there are five points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether there is any entirely spiritual creature, 
altogether incorporeal? (2) Supposing that an 
angel is such, we ask whether it is composed of 
matter and form? (3) We ask concerning their 
number. (4) Of their difference from each other. 
(5) Of their immortality or incorruptibility. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether an Angel Is Entirely In- 
corporeal? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that an angel is not entirely incor- 
poreal. 

Objection 1. For what is incorporeal only as 
regards ourselves, and not in relation to God. 
is not absolutely incorporeal. But Damascene 
says (De Fid Orth. ti)! that ‘fan angel is said 
to be incorporeal and immaterial as regards us; 
but compared to God it is corporeal and ma- 
terial.” Therefore it is not incorporeal abso- 
lutely. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing is moved except a 
body, as the Philosopher says.? But Damascene 
says (De Fid. Orth. ii) that an angel is “an 
ever movable intellectual substance.” Therefore 
an angel is a corporeal substance. 

1Chap. 3 (PG 94, 886). 
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Obj. 3. Further, Ambrose says (De Spir. 
Sanct. i, 7):4 “Every creature is limited within 
its own nature.” But to be limited is proper to 
bodies. Therefore, every creature is corporeal. 
Now angels are God’s creatures, as appears 
from Ps. 148. 2: Praise ye the Lord, all His 
angels; and, farther on (verse 4), For He 
spoke, and they were made; He commanded, 
and they were created. Therefore angels are 
corporeal. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 103. 4): Who 
makes His angels spirits. 

I answer that, We must admit some incor- 
poreal creatures. For what is principally in- 
tended by God in creatures is good, and this 
consists in assimilation to God Himself. And 
the perfect assimilation of an effect to a cause 
is accomplished when the effect imitates the 
cause according to that whereby the cause pro- 
duces the effect; as for instance, heat makes 
heat. Now, God produces the creature by His 
intellect and will (Q. xiv, A. 8; Q. XIX, A. 4). 
Hence the perfection of the universe requires 
that there should be intellectual creatures. 
Now intelligence cannot be the action of a 
body, nor of any corporeal power, for every 
body is limited to here and now. Hence the per- 
fection of the universe requires the existence 
of an incorporeal creature. 

The ancients, however, not properly realizing 
the force of intelligence, and failing to dis- 
tinguish between sense and intellect, thought 
that nothing existed in the world but what could 
be apprehended by sense and imagination.’ And 
because bodies alone fall under tmagination, 
“they supposed that no being existed except 
bodies,” as the Philosopher observes.® The error 
of the Sadducees, who said there was no spirit 
(Acts 23. 8), also arose from this source. 

But the very fact that intellect is above 
sense shows reasonably that there are some in- 
corporeal things comprehensible by the intellect 
alone. 

Reply Obj. 1. Incorporeal substances rank 
between God and corporeal creatures. Now the 
medium compared to one extreme appears to 

4PL 36, 753. 
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972 
separate is infinite as regards the nature of 
whiteness, because it is not contracted to any 
one subject, while its being ‘is finite as deter- 
mined to some one special nature. 

Hence it is said! that ‘intelligence is finite 
from above, as receiving its being from above 
itself, and is infinite from below, as not received 
in any matter.” 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angels Exist in Any 
Great Number? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels are not in great 
numbers. 

Objection 1. For number is a species of quan- 
tity, and follows the division of a continuous 
body. But this cannot be in the angels, since 
they are incorporeal, as was shown above (A. 
1). Therefore the angels cannot exist in any 
great number. 

Obj. 2. Further, the more a thing approaches 
to unity, so much the less is it multiplied, as is 
evident in numbers. But among other created 
natures the angelic nature approaches nearest 
to God. Therefore since God is supremely one, 
it seems that there is the least possible number 
in the angelic nature. 

Obj. 3. Further, the proper effect of the sepa- 
rate substances seems to be the movements of 
the heavenly bodies. But the movements of the 
heavenly bodies fall within some small deter- 
mined number, which we can apprehend. There- 
fore the angels are not in greater number than 
the movements of the heavenly bodies. 

Obj. 4. Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)? that 
“all intelligible and intellectual substances sub- 
sist because of the rays of the divine good- 
ness.” But a ray is only multiplied according 
to the different things that receive it. Now it 
cannot be said that their matter is receptive of 
an intelligible ray, since intellectual substances 
are immaterial, as was shown above (A. 2). 
Therefore it seems that the multiplication of in- 
tellectua] substances can only be according to 
the requirements of the first bodies—that is, of 
the heavenly bodies, so that in some way the 
outpouring of the aforesaid rays may be term- 
inated in them. And hence, the same conclusion 
is to be drawn as before. 

On the contrary, It is said (Tinn. 7. 10): 
Thousands of thousands ministered to Him, and 
ten thousand times a hundred thousand stood 
before Him. 

I answer that, There have been various opin- 
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ions with regard to the number of the separate 
substances. Plato contended’ that the separate 
substances are the species of sensible things, 
as if we were to maintain that human nature is 
a separate substance of itself. And according to 
this view it would have to be maintained that 
the number of the separate substances is the 
number of the species of sensible things.* Aris- 
totle, however, rejects this view’ because mat- 
ter is of the very nature of the species of sen- 
sible things. Consequently the separate sub- 
stances cannot be the exemplary species of these 
sensible things, but have their own natures, 
which are higher than the natures of sensible 
things. Nevertheless Aristotle held® that those 
more perfect natures bear relation to these sen- 
sible things, a8 movers and ends; and there- 
fore he strove to find out the number of the 
separate substances according to the number of 
the first movements. 

But since this appears to militate against the 
teachings of Sacred Scripture, Rabbi Moses the 
Jew, wishing to bring both into harmony, held? 
that the angels, in so far as they are styled im- 
material substances, are multiplied according 
to the number of heavenly movements or 
bodies, as Aristotle held (loc. cit.); while he 
contended that in the Scriptures even men bear- 
ing a divine message are styled angels;* and 
again, even “the powers of natural things,” 
which manifest God's almighty power. It is, 
however, quite foreign to the custom of the 
Scriptures for the powers of irrational things 
to be designated as angels. 

Hence it must be said that the angels. even 
according as they are immaterial substances, 
exist in exceeding great number, far beyond all 
material multitude. This is what Dionysius 
says (Cal. Iier. xiv): “There are many 
blessed armies of the heavenly minds, surpass- 
ing the weak and limited reckoning of our ma- 
terial numbers.” The reason ior this is that be- 
cause, since it is the perfection of the universe 
that God chiefly intends in the creation of 
things the more perfect some things are, in so 
much greater profusion are they created by 
God. Now, as in bodies such profusion is ob- 
served in regard to their magnitude, so in things 
Incorporeal is it observed in regard to their mul- 

3Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 6 (9877). 

4 Thid., 1, 9 (yqo"6). 

5 [bhid., Vill, 1 (1042825). 
® Metaphysics, x11, 8 (1073%33, 107420). 
’ Guide, u, 4 (FR 157). 

8 Jbid., 1, 6 (FR 160). 

9 Ibid., u, 6 (FR 161). 

10 Sect. 1 (PG 3, 321). 


FIRST PART Q. $0. ART. 4 


titude. We see, in fact, that incorruptible 
bodies, which are the most perfect of bodies, 
exceed corruptible bodies almost incomparably 
in magnitude; for the entire sphere of things 
active and passive is something very small in 
comparison with the heavenly bodies. Hence it 
is reasonable to conclude that the immaterial 
substances as it were incomparably exceed ma- 
terial substances as to multitude. 

Reply Obj. 1. In the angels number is not 
that of discrete quantity, brought about by di- 
vision of what is continuous, but that which is 
caused by distinction of forms, according as 
multitude is reckoned among the transcen- 
dentals, as was said above (Q, XxX, A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 2, From the fact that angelic na- 
ture is nearest to God, it must have least of 
multitude in its composition, but not so as to be 
found in few subjects. 

Reply Obj. 3. This is Aristotle’s argument,! 
and it would conclude necessarily if the sepa- 
rate substances were made for corporeal sub- 
stances. For thus the immaterial substances 
would exist to no purpose, unless some move- 
ment from them were to appear in corporeal 
things. But it is not true that the immaterial 
substances exist on account of the corporeal, 
because the end is nobler than the means to the 
end. Hence Aristotle says also (loc. cit.) that 
this is not a necessary argument, but a prob- 
able one. He was forced to make use of this ar- 
gument since only through sensible things can 
we come to know intelligible ones. 

Reply 0b]. 4. This argument comes from the 
opinion of such as hold that matter is the cause 
of the distinction of things; but this was re- 
futed above (q. xtvu, a. 1). Accordingly, the 
multiplication of the angels is not to be taken 
according to matter, nor according to bodies, 
but according to the divine wisdom devising 
the various orders of immaterial substances. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Angels Differ in 
Species? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the angels do not differ in spe- 
cies. 

Objection 1. For since the difference is nobler 
than the genus, all things which agree in what 
is noblest in them, agree likewise in their ul- 
timate constitutive difference; and so they are 
the same according to species. But all the an- 
gels agree in what is noblest in them—that is 
to say, in intellectuality. Therefore all the an- 
gels are of one species. 

1 Metaphysics, x1, 8 (1073°37). 
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Obj, 2. Further, more and less do not change 
a species. But the angels seem to differ only 
from one another according to more and less— 
namely, as one is simpler than another, and of 
keener intellect. Therefore the angels do not 
differ specifically. 

Obj. 3. Further, soul and angel are divided 
against each other. But all souls are of the one 
species. So therefore are the angels. 

Obj. 4. Further, the more perfect a thing is 
in nature, the more ought it to be multiplied. 
But this would not be so if there were but one 
individual under one species. Therefore there 
are many angels of one species. 

On the contrary, In things of one species 
there is no such thing as first and second (prius 
et posterius), as the Philosopher says.? But in 
the angels even of the one order there are first, 
middle, and last, as Dionysius says.? Therefore 
the angels are not of the same species. 

I answer that, Some have said‘ that all spir- 
itual substances, even souls, are of the one spe- 
cies. Others again,* that all the angels are of the 
one species, but not souls; while others® allege 
that all the angels of one hierarchy, or even of 
one order, are of the one species. 

But this is impossible. For such things as 
agree in species but differ in number, agree in 
form, but are distinguished materially. If, there- 
fore, the angels are not composed of matter and 
form, as was said above (A. 2), it follows that it 
is impossible for two angels to be of one spe- 
cies, Just as it would be impossible for there to 
be several whitenesses apart, or several humani- 
ties, since whitenesses are not several, except 
in so far as they are in several substances. And 
if the angels had matter, not even then could 
there be several angels of one species. For it 
would be necessary for matter to be the prin- 
ciple of distinction of one from the other, not, 
indeed, according to the division of quantity, 
since they are incorporeal, but according to 
the diversity of their powers; and such diver- 
sity of matter causes diversity not only of spe- 
cies, but of genus. 

Reply Obj. 1. Difference is nobler than genus 

2 Metaphysics, 111, 3 (9006). 

2 Cal. Hier., 2 (PG 3, 273). 

4Cf. Contra Gent., 1, 95, where Origen is named (Peri 
Archon, 1, 8; 11, 9; PG 11, 176, 229). 
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as the determined is more noble than the unde- 
termined, and the proper than the common, 
but not as one nature is nobler than another; 
otherwise it would be necessary that all irra- 
tional animals be of the same species, or that 
there should be in them some form which is 
higher than the sensible soul. Therefore irra- 
tional animals differ in species according to the 
various determined degrees of sensitive nature; 
and in like manner all the angels differ in spe- 
cies according to the diverse degrees of intel- 
lectual nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. More and less change the 
species not according as they are caused by 
the intensity or lessening of one form, but ac- 
cording as they are caused by forms of differ- 
ent degrees: for instance, if we say that fire 
is more perfect than air. And in this way the 
angels are diversified according to more and 
less. 

Reply Obj. 3. The good of the species pre- 
ponderates over the good of the individual. 
Hence it is much better for the species to be 
multiplied in the angels than for individuals to 
be multiplied in the one species. 

Reply Obj. 4. Numerical multiplication, since 
it can be drawn out infinitely, is not intended by 
the agent, but only specific multiplication, as 
was said above (q. XLviI, A. 3, Ans. 2). Hence 
the perfection of the angelic nature calls for the 
multiplying of species, but not for the multi- 
plying of individuals in one species. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Angels Are 
Incorruptible? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the angels are not incorrupt- 
ible. 

Objection 1. For Damascene, speaking of the 
angel, says (De Fide Orth. ii, 3)) that he is “an 
intellectual substance, partaking of immortality 
by favour, and not by nature.” 

Obj. 2. Further, Plato says in the Timeus:* 
“OQ gods of gods, whose maker and father am I: 
You are indeed my works, dissoluble by nature, 
yet indissoluble because I so will it.” But gods 
such as these can only be understood to be the 
angels. Therefore the angels are corruptible by 
their nature. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Gregory (Moral. 
xvi),? “all things would tend towards nothing, 
unless the hand of the Almighty preserved 
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them.” But what can be brought to hothing ts 
corruptible. Therefore, since the angels were 
made by God, it would appear that they are 
corruptible of their own nature. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)‘ that “the intellectual substances have un- 
failing life, being free from all corruption, 
death, matter, and generation.” 

I answer that, It must necessarily be main- 
tained that the angels are incorruptible of their 
own nature. The reason for this is that nothing 
is corrupted except by its form being separated 
from the matter. Hence, since an angel is a sub- 
sisting form, as is clear from what was said 
above (A. 2), it is impossible for its substance 
to be corruptible. For what belongs to anything 
considered in itself can never be separated from 
it; but what belongs to a thing considered in re- 
lation to something else can be separated, when 
that something else, in view of which it be- 
longed to it, is taken away. Roundness can never 
be taken from the circle because it belongs to 
it of itself, but a bronze circle can lose round- 
ness if the bronze be deprived of its circular 
shape. Now to be belongs to a form considered 
in itself, for everything is a being in act ac- 
cording as it has form, but matter is a being in 
act by the form. Consequently a subject com- 
posed of matter and form ceases to be in act 
through the form being separated from the mat- 
ter. But if the form subsists in its own being, 
as happens in the angels, as was said above (a. 
2), it cannot lose its being. Therefore, the an- 
gel’s immateriality is the reason why it is in- 
corruptible by its own nature. 

A sign of this incorruptibility can be gath- 
ered, from its intellectual operation; for since 
everything acts according as it is in act, the op- 
eration of a thing indicates its mode of being. 
Now the species and nature of the operation is 
understood from the object. /3ut an intelligible 
object, being above time, is everlasting. Hence 
every intellectual substance is incorruptible of 
its own nature. 

Repiy Obj. 1. Damascene is dealing with per- 
fect immortality, which includes complete im- 
mijtability, since “every change is a kind of 
death,” as Augustine says (Contra Maxim.). 
The angels obtain perfect immutability only by 
grace, as will appear later (Q. Lx1I, AA. 2, 8). 

Reply Obj. 2. By the expression “gods” Plato 
understands the heavenly bodies, which he sup- 
posed to be made up of elements which are 
composite, and therefore dissoluble of their 
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own nature; yet they are for ever preserved:i ‘in 
being by the Divine will. 

Reply.Obj. 3. As. was observed above (a. 
XLIV, A. I, ANS. 2) there is a kind of necessary 
thing which has a cause of its necessity. Hence 
it is not contradictory for a necessary or in- 
corruptible being to depend for its being on an- 
ather as its cause. Therefore, when it is said 
that all things, even the angels, would lapse 
into nothing unless preserved by God, it is not 
to be gathered therefrom that there is any prin- 
ciple of corruption in the angels, but that the 
being of the angels is dependent upon God as 
its cause. For a thing is said to be corruptible 
not merely because God can reduce it to non- 
being, by withdrawing His act of preservation, 
but because it has some principle of corruption 
within itself, or some contrariety, or at least 
the potency of matter. 


QUESTION LI 
OF THE ANGELS IN COMPARISON WITH 
BODIES 
(In Three Articles) 


WE next inquire about the angels in comparison 
with corporeal things; and in the first place 
about their comparison with bodies; secondly, 
of the angels in comparison with corporeal 
places (Q. L1r); and, thirdly, of their compari- 
son with local movement (Q. LIII). 

Under the first heading there are three points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether angels have bodies 
naturally united to them? (2) Whether they as- 
sume bodies? (3) Whether they exercise func- 
tions of life in the bodies assumed? 


ArTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Have 
Bodies Naturally United To Them? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would scem that angels have bodies naturally 
united to them. 

Objection 1. For Origen says (Peri Archon 
i):! “It is God’s attribute alone—that is, it 
belongs to the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, as a property of nature, that He is un- 
derstood to exist without any material sub- 
stance and without any companionship of cor- 
poreal addition.” Bernard likewise says (Hom. 
vi. super Cant.):? “Let us assign incorporeity 
to God alone even as we do immortality, whose 
nature alone, neither for its own sake nor on 
account of anything else, needs the help of any 
corporeal organ. But it is clear that every cre- 
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atéd spirit.needs corporeal diiiasia Augus- 
tine also says (Gew. ad lit. fii): 3 “The demons 
are called animals of the air because their na- 
ture is akin to that of aerial bodies.” But the 
nature of demons and angels is the same. 
Therefore angels have bodies naturally united 
to them. 

Obj. 2. Further, Gregory (Hom. x. in Ev, )* 
calls an angel “a rational animal.” But every 
animal is composed of body and soul. Therefore 
angels have bodies naturally united te them. | 

Obj. 3. Further, life is more perfect in the 
angels than in souls. But the soul not only lives, 
but gives life to the body. Therefore the angels 
animate bodies which are naturally united to 
them. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div, Nom. 
iv)® that the angels “are understood to be in- 
corporeal.” 

I answer that, The angels have not bodies 
naturally united to them. For whatever belongs 
to any nature as an accident is not found uni- 
versally in that nature; thus, for instance, to 
have wings, because it is not of the essence of 
an animal, does not belong to every animal. 
Now since to understand is not the act of a 
body, nor of any corporeal energy, as will be 
shown later (Q. Lxxv, A. 2), it follows that to 
have a body united to it is not of the nature of 
an intellectual substance, as such, but it comes 
to some intellectual substance on account of 
something else, just as it belongs to the human 
soul to be united to a body, because it is im- 
perfect and exists potentially in the genus of 
intellectual substances, not having the fulness 
of knowledge in its own nature, but acquiring it 
from sensible things through the bodily senses, 
as will be explained later on (Q. LXXXIV, A. 63 
Q. LXXXIX, A. 1). Now whenever we find some- 
thing imperfect in any genus we must presup- 
pose something perfect in that genus. There- 
fore in the intellectual nature there are some 
perfectly intellectual substances, which do not 
need to acquire knowledge from sensible things. 
Consequently not all intellectual substances are 
united to bodies, but some are quite separated 
from bodies, and these we call angels. 

Peply Obj. 1. As was said above (Q. L, A. 1), 
it was the opinion of some that every being is a 
body, and consequently some seem to have 
thought® that there were no incorporeal sub- 
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stances except as united to bodies; so much so 
that some even held that “God is the soul of 
the world,” as Augustine tells us.’ As this is con- 
trary to Catholic Faith, which asserts that God 
is exalted above all things, according to Psalm 
8. 2: Thy magnificence is exalted beyond the 
heavens, Origen,? while refusing to say such a 
thing of God, followed the above opinion of 
others regarding the other substances, being de- 
ceived here as he was also in many other points 
by following the opinions of the ancient phi- 
losophers. Bernard’s expression can be explained 
that the created spirit needs some bodily in- 
strument, which is not naturally united to it, 
but assumed for some purpose, as will be ex- 
plained (A. 2). Augustine speaks. not as assert- 
ing the fact, but merely using the opinion of the 
Platonists, who maintained that there are some 
aerial animals, which they termed demons. 

Reply Obj. 2. Gregory calls the angel a ra- 
tional animal metaphorically, on account of the 
likeness of the reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. To give life effectively is a per- 
fection absolutely speaking; hence it belongs to 
God, as is said (I Kings 2. 6): The Lord Rilleth, 
and maketh alive. But to give life formally be- 
longs to a substance which is part of some 
nature, and which has not within itself the full 
nature of the species. Hence an intellectual sub- 
stance which is not united to a body is more per- 
fect than one which is united to a body. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Angels Assume Bodies? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that angels do not assume bodies. 

Objection 1. For there is nothing superfluous 
in the work of an angel, as there is nothing of 
the kind in the work of nature. But it would be 
superfluous for the angels to assume bodies, be- 
cause an angel has no need for a body, since his 
own power exceeds all bodily power. Therefore 
an angel does not assume a body. 

Obj. 2. Further, every assumption is termi- 
nated in some union, because to assume implies 
a taking to oneself (ad se sumere). But a body 
is not united to an angel as to a form, as stated 
(A. 1), while in so far as it is united to the angel 
as to a mover, it is not said to be assumed, 
otherwise it would follow that all bodies moved 
by the angels are assumed by ther Therefore 
the angels do not assume bodies. 
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Obj. 3. Further, angels do not assume bodies 
from the earth or water, or they could not sud- 
denly disappear; nor again from fire, otherwise 
they would burn whatever things they touched; 
nor again from air, because air is without shape 
or colour. Therefore the angels do not assume 
bodies. 

On. the contrary, Augustine says‘ that angels 
appeared to Abraham under assumed bodies. 

I answer that, Some have maintained? that 
the angels never assume bodies, but that all that 
we read in Scripture of apparitions of angels 
happened in prophetic vision—that is, according 
to imagination, But this is contrary to the in- 
tent of Scripture; for whatever is seen in im- 
aginary vision is only in the beholder’s imagina- 
tion, and consequently is not seen indifferently 
by everybody. Yet Divine Scripture from time 
to time introduces angels so apparent as to be 
seen commonly by all; just as the angcls who 
appeared to Abraham were seen by him and by 
his whole family, by Lot, and by the citizens of 
Sodom; in like manner the angel who appeared 
to Tobias was seen by all present. Irom all this 
it is clearly shown that such apparitions were 
seen by bodily vision, whereby the object seen 
exists outside the person beholding it, and can 
accordingly be seen by all. Now by such vision 
only a body can be secn. Consequently, since 
the angels are not bodies, nor have they bodies 
naturally united with them, as is clear from 
what has been said (A. 1; g. L, A. 1), it follows 
that they sometimes assume bodies. 

Reply Obj. 1. Angels need an assumed body, 
not for themselves, but on our account, that by 
conversing familiarly with men they may give 
evidence of that intellectual companionship 
which men expect to have with them in the life 
to come. Moreover that angels assumed bodies 
under the Old Law was a figurative indication 
that the Word of God would take a human 
body, because all the appariuons in the Old 
Testament were ordered to that one whereby 
the Son of God appeared in the flesh. 

Reply Obj. 2. The body assumed is united to 
the angel not as its form, nor mercly as its 
mover, but as its mover represented by the as- 
sumed movable body. For as in the Sacred Scrip- 
ture the properties of intelligible things are set 
forth by the likenesses of things sensible, in the 
same way by Divine power sensible bodies are so 
fashioned by angels as fittingly to represent the 
intelligible properties of an angel. And this is 
what we mean by an angel assuming a body. 
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Réply Obj. 3.. Although air as long as it is in a 
state of rarefaction has neither shape nor 
colour, yet when condensed it can both be 
shaped and coloured as appears in the clouds. 
Even so the angels assume bodies of air, con- 
densing it by Divine power in so far as is needful 
for forming the assumed body. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angels Exercise Func- 
tions of Life in the Bodies Assumed? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels exercise functions of 
life in assumed bodies. 

Objection 1, For pretence of truth is unbe- 
coming in angels. But it would be pretence if 
the body assumed by them, which seems to live 
and to exercise vital functions, did not possess 
these functions. Therefore the angels exercise 
functions of life in the assumed body. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the works of the angels 
there is nothing without a purpose. But eyes, 
nostrils, and the other instruments of the senses 
would be fashioned without a purpose in the 
body assumed by the angel if he perceived noth- 
ing by their means. Consequently, the angel per- 
ceives by the assumed body; and this is the 
most special function of life. 

Obj. 3. Further, to move by the movement of 
progression is one of the functions of life, as 
the Philosopher says.' But the angels are mani- 
festly secn to move in their assumed bodies. For 
it is said (Gen. 18. 16) that Abraham walked 
with the angels, who had appeared to him, 
bringing them on the way; and when Tobias 
said to the angel (Tob. 5. 7, 8: Knowest thou 
the way that leadeth to the city of the Medes? 
he answered: J know it; and I have often 
walked through all the ways thereof. Therefore 
the angels often exercise functions of life in as- 
sumed bodies. 

Obj. 4. Further, speech is the function of a 
living subject, for it is produced by the voice, 
while the voice itself is a sound conveyed from 
the mouth of an animal, as it is said in the book 
on the Sowl.? But it is evident from many 
passages of Sacred Scripture that angels spoke 
in assumed bodies. Therefore in their assumed 
bodies they exercise functions of life. 

Obj. 5. Further, eating is a purely animal 
function. Hence the Lord after His Resurrec- 
tion ate with His disciples in proof of having 
resumed life (Luke 24). Now when angels ap- 
peared in their assumed bodies they ate, and 
Abraham offered them food after having pre- 
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viously adored them as God (Gen. 18). There- 
fore the angels exercise functions of life in as- 
sumed bodies. 

Obj. 6. Further, to beget offspring is a vital 
act. But this has taken place with the angels in 
their assumed bodies; for it is related: After the 
sons of God went in to the daughters of men, 
ani they brought forth children, these are the 
mighty men of old, men of renown (Gen. 6, 4). 
Consequently the angels exercised vital func- 
tions in their assumed bodies. 

On the contrary, The bodies assumed by 
angels have no life, as was stated in the previ- 
ous article (Ans. 3). Therefore they cannot ex- 
ercise functions of life through assumed bodies. 

I answer that, Some functions of living sub- 
jects have something in common with other 
operations, just as speech, which is the function 
of a living creature, agrees with other sounds of 
inanimate things, in so far as it is sound, and 
moving from here to there agrees with other 
movements, in so far as it is movement. Conse- 
quently vital functions can be performed in as- 
sumed bodies by the angels as to that which is 
common in such operations, but not as to that 
which is proper to living subjects; because, ac- 
cording to the Philosopher,® “that which has the 
power has the action.” Hence nothing can have 
a function of life except what has life, which is 
the potential principle of such action. 

Reply Obj. 1. As it is in no way contrary to 
truth for intelligible things to be set forth in 
Scripture under sensible figures, since it is not 
said for the purpose of maintaining that in- 
telligible things are sensible but in order that 
properties of intelligible things may be under- 
stood according to likeness through sensible 
figures, so it is-not contrary to the truth of the 
holy angels that through their assumed bodies 
they appear to be living men, although they 
really are not. For the bodies are assumed mere- 
ly for this purpose, that the spiritual properties 
and works of the angels may be manifested by 
the properties of man and of his works. This 
could not so fittingly be done if they were to 
assume true men because the properties of such 
men would lead us to men, and not to angels. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sensation is entirely a vital 
function. Consequently it can in no way be said 
that the angels perceive through the organs of 
their assumed bodies. Yet such bodies are not 
fashioned in vain, for they are not fashioned for 
the purpose of sensation through them, but to 
this end, that by such bodily organs the spiritual 
powers of the angels may be made manifest; 

3 Sheep, x (454*8). 
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just: as by the eye the power ‘of the angel’s 
knowledge is pointed out, and other powers by 
the other members, as Dionysius teaches (Cel. 
Hier.) 

_ Reply Obj. 3. Motion which is from a con- 
joined mover is a proper function of life; but 
the bodies assumed by the angels are not thus 
moved, since the angels are not their forms. Yet 
the angels are moved accidentally when such 
bodies are moved, since they are in them as 
movers are in the moved; and they are here in 
stich a way as not to be elsewhere, which can- 
not be said of God. Accordingly, although God 
is not moved when the things are moved in 
which He exists, since He is everywhere, yet the 
angels are moved accidentally according to the 
movement of the bodies assumed. But they are 
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_ Reply 0bj.'6. As Augustine says:4 “Many 
persons affirm that they have had the. experi- 
ence, or have heard from such as have experi- 
enced it, that the Satyrs and Fauns, whom the 
common folk call incubi, have often presented 
themselves before women, and have sought and 
procured intercourse with them. Hence it seems 
folly to deny it. But God’s holy angels could 
not fall in such fashion before the deluge. 
Hence by the sons of God are to be understood 
the sons of Seth, who were good; while by the 
daughters of men the Scripture designates those 
who sprang from the race of Cain. Nor is it to 
be wondered at that giants should be born of 
them; for they were not all giants, albeit there 
were many more before than after the deluge.” 
Still if some are occasionally begotten from 


net moved according to the motion of the 
heavenly bodies, even though they be in them as 
the movers in the things moved, because the 


demons, it is not from the seed of such dem¢ the 
nor from their assumed bodies, but from’, the 
seed of men taken for the purpose, as wh® | and 


heavenly bodies do not change place in their en- 
tirety; nor for the spirit which moves the world 
is there any fixed locality according to any re- 
stricted part of the world’s substance, which 
now is in the east, and now in the west, but ac- 
cording to a fixed quarter; because the moving 
energy is always in the east, as stated in the 
eighth book of the Physics? 

Reply Obj. 4. Properly speaking, the angels do 
not talk through their assumed bodies, yet there 
is a semblance of speech, in so far as they 
fashion sounds in the air like to human voices. 

Reply Obj. 5. Properly speaking, the angels 
cannot be said to eat, because eating involves 
the taking of food convertible into the sub- 
stance of the eater. Although after the Resur- 
rection food was not converted into the sub- 
stance of Christ’s body, but resolved into ad- 
joining (praejacens) matter, nevertheless Christ 
had a body of such a true nature that food 
could be changed into it; hence it was a true 
eating. But the food taken by angels was neither 
changed into the assumed body, nor was the 
body of such a nature that food could be 
changed into it. Consequently, it was not a true 
eating, but figurative of spiritual eating. This 
is what the angel said to Tobias: When J was 
with you, I seemed indeed to eat and to drink; 
but I use an invisible meat and drink (Tob. 12. 
19). Abraham offered them food, deeming them 
to be men, in whom, nevertheless, he venerated 
God, “as God is wont to be in the prophets,” 
as Augustine says.3 

1 Chap. 1s, sect. 3 (PG 3, 328). 
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demon assumes first the form of a woma®” 
afterwards of a man; just as they take th'™ | a. 

‘ ; : SOS) 
of other things for other generating purpo’<** ee 
Augustine says (De Trin. iii)*, so that the pel= 
son born is not the child of a demon, but of the 
man from whom the seed is taken. 


QUESTION LIT 
OF THE ANGELS IN RELATION TO PLACE 
(In Three Articles) 


WE now inquire into the place of the angels. 
Touching this there are three subjects of in- 
quiry: (1) Is the angel mn a place? (2) Can he 
be in several places at once? (3) Can several 
angels be in the same placer 


Articte,1. Whether an Angel Is In a Place? 


We procced thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that an angel is not in a place. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Hebd.) :§ 
“The common opinion of the lesrned is that 
things incorporeal are not in a place.” And 
again, Aristotle observes’ that “it is not every- 
thing existing which is in a place, but only a 
movable body.” But an angel 1s not a body, as 
was shown above (Q. L.). Therefore an angel is 
not in 4 place. 

Obj. 2. Further, place is a quantity having 
position. But everything which is in a place has 
some position. Now to have a position cannot 
befit an angel, since his substance is devoid of 
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quantity, the proper difference of: which is.to 
have a position, Ther¢fore.an angel is not in a 
place. , tae he 

Obj. 3. Further, to be in a place is to be 
measured and to be contained by such place, as 
is evident from the Philosopher.? But an angel 
can neither be measured nor contained by a 
place, because the container is more formal 
than the contained; as for example, air with re- 
gard to water.’ Therefore an angel is not in a 
place. 

On the contrary, It is said in the Collect:’ 
“Let Thy holy angels who dwell herein, keep 
us in peace.” 

I answer that, It is befitting an angel to be in 
a place; yet an angel and a body are said to be 
in a place in an equivocal sense. A body is said 
to be in a place in such a way that it is applied 
to such place according to the contact of dimen- 
sive quantity; but there is no such quantity in 
the angels, for theirs is a virtual one. Conse- 
quently an angel is said to be in a corporeal 
place by application of the angelic power in any 
manner whatever to any place. 

Accordingly there is no need for saying that 
an angel can be deemed commensurate with a 
place, or that he occupies a space in the con- 
tinuous, for this is proper to a body in a place 
according as it is endowed with dimensive 
quantity. In similar fashion it is not necessary 
on this account for the angel to be contained 
by a place, because an incorporeal substance 
virtually contains the thing with which it comes 
into contact. and is not contained by it; for the 
soul is in the body as containing it, not as con- 
tained by it. In the same way an angel is said 
to be in a place which is corporeal. not as the 
thing contained, but as somehow containing it. 

And from this the answers to the objections 
appear. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether an Angel Can Be In Several 
Places At Once? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that an angel can be in several 
places at once. 

Objection 1. For an angel is not less endowed 
with power than the soul. But the soul is in sev- 
era] places at once, for it is “entirely in every 
part of the body,” as Augustine says (De Trin. 
vi).4 Therefore an angel can be in several places 
at once. 


1 Fbid,, 12 (22118), 

2 Tbid., 5 (213%2). 

* Prayer at Compline, Dominican Breviary. 
‘Chap. 6 (PL 42, 929). 


a7: 


he assumes; and, since the body which he as- 
sumes is continuous, it would appear that he is 
in every part of it. But according to its various 
parts there are various places. Therefore the 
angel is at one time in various places. 

Obj. 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth.)> that “where the angel operates, there 
he is.” But occasionally he operates in several 
places at one time, as is evident from the angel 
destroying Sodom (Gen. 19. 25). Therefore an 
angel can be in several places at the one time. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (ibid.)® 
that “while the angels are in heaven, they are 
not on earth.” 

I answer that, An angel’s power and nature 
are finite, whereas the Divine power and es- 
sence, which is the universal cause of all things, 
is infinite. Consequently God through His power 
touches all things, and is not merely present in 
some places, but is everywhere. Now since the 
angel’s power is finite, it does not extend to all 
things, but to one determined thing. For what- 
ever is related to one power must be related to 
it as one determined thing. Consequently since 
all being is related as one thing to God’s uni- 
versal power, so is one particular being related 
as one with the angelic power. Hence, since the 
angel is in a place by the application of his 
power to the place, it follows that he is not 
everywhere, nor in several places, but in only 
one place. 

Some, however, have been deceived in. this 
matter. For some’ who were unable to go be- 
yond the reach of their imaginations supposed 
the indivisibility of the angel to be like that of 
a point; consequently they thought that an an- 
gel could be only in a place which is a point. 
But they were manifestly deceived, because a 
point is something indivisible having position, 
while the angel is indivisible, and beyond the 
genus of quantity and situation. Consequently 
there is no occasion for determining in his re- 
gard one indivisible place as to situation; any 
place which is either divisible or indivisible, 
great or small suffices, according as he volun- 
tarily applies his power to a great or to a small 
body. So the entire body to which he is applied 
by his power, corresponds as one place to him. 

Neither, if any angel moves the heavens, is 
it necessary for him to be everywhere. First of 
all, because his power is applied only to what is 
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first moved by him. Now there is one part of the 
heavens in which there is movement first of all, 
namely, the part to the east; hence the Phi- 
losopher! attributes the power of the heavenly 
mover to the part which is in the east. Second- 
ly, because philosophers? do not hold that one 
separate substance moves all the spheres tm- 
mediately. Hence it need not be everywhere. 

So, then, it is evident that to be in a place ap- 
pertains quite differently to a body, to an angel, 
and to God. For a body is in a place in a cir- 
cumscribed fashion, since it is measured by the 
place. An angel, however, is not there in a cir- 
cumscribed fashion, since he is not measured 
by the place, but definitively, because he is 
in one place in such a manner that he is not 
in another. But God is neither circumscriptive- 
ly nor definitely there, because He is every- 
where. 

From this we can easily gather an answer to 
the objections, because the entire subject to 
which the angelic power is immediately applied 
is considered as one place, even though it be 
continuous. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Several Angels Can Be at 
the Same Time in the Same Place? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that several angels can be at the 
same time in the same place. 

Objection 1. For several bodies cannot be at 
the same time in the same place, because they 
fill the place. But angels do not fill a place, be- 
cause only a body fills a place. so that it be not 
a vacuum, as appears from the Philosopher.? 
Therefore several angels can be in the one 
place. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is a greater difference 
between an angel and a body than there is be- 
tween two angels. But an angel and a hody are 
at the one time in the one place, because there Is 
no place which is not filled with a sensible body, 
as we find proved in the Physics.’ Much more, 
then, can two angels be in the same place. 

Obj. 3. Further, “the soul is in every part of 
the body,” according to Augustine (De Trin. 
vi).5 But demons, although they do not possess 
minds, do possess bodies occasionally, and thus 
the soul and the demon are at the one time in 
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the same place; and consequently for the same 
reason all other spiritual substances. 

On the contrary, There are not two souls in 
the same body. Therefore for a like reason 
there are not two angels in the same place. 

I answer that, There are not two angels in 
the same place. The reason of this is because it 
is impossible for two complete causes to be the 
causes immediately of one and the same thing. 
This is evident in every genus of causes; for 
there is one proximate form of one thing, and 
there is one proximate mover, although there 
may be several remote movers. Nor can it be 
objected that several individuals may row a 
boat, since no one of them is a perfect mover, 
because no one man’s strength is sufficient for 
moving the boat, while all together are as one 
mover, in so far as their united strengths all 
combine in producing the one movement. 
Hence, since the angel is said to be in one place 
by the fact that his power touches the place im- 
mediately by way of a perfect container, as was 
said (A. 1), there can be but one angel in one 
place. 

Reply Obj. 1. Several angels are not hin- 
dered from being in the same place because of 
their filling the place, but for another reason, 
as has been said. 

Reply Obj. 2. An angel and a body are not in 
a place in the same way. Hence the conclusion 
dves not follow. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not even a demon and a soul 
are compared to a body according to the same 
relation of cause, since the soul is its form, 
while the demon is not. Hence the inference 
does not follow. 


_ QUESTION LIII 
OF THE LOCAL MOVEMENT OF THE 
ANGELS 
(In Three Articles) 


WE must next consider the local movement of 
the angels, under which heading there are three 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether an angel can be 
moved le ally? (2) Whether in passing from 
place to place he passes through intervening 
space? (3) Whether the angel’s movement is in 
time or instantaneous? 


ARTICLE. 1. Whether an Angel Can Be Moved 
Locally? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that an angel cannot be moved locally. 
Objection 1. For, as the Philosopher proves,§ 
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“nothing which is devoid of parts is moved”: 
because, while it is in the term from which, it 
is not moved; nor while it is in the term to 
which, for it is then already moved. Conse- 
quently it remains that everything which is 
moved, while it is being moved, is partly in the 
term from which and partly in the term to 
which. But an angel is without parts. There- 
fore an angel cannot be moved locally. 

Obj. 2. Further, “motion is the act of an im- 
perfect being,”’ as the Philosopher says.! But a 
beatified angel is not imperfect. Consequently 
a beatified angel is not moved locally. 

Obj. 3. Further, movement is only because 
of want. But the holy angels have no want. 
Therefore the holy angels are not moved locally. 

On the contrary, It is the same thing for a 
beatified angel to be moved as for a beatified 
soul to be moved. But it must necessarily be 
said that a blessed soul is moved locally, be- 
cause it is an article of faith that Christ’s soul 
descended into Hell. Therefore a beatified angel 
is moved locally. 

Il answer that, A beatified angel can be moved 
locally. As, however, to be in a place belongs 
equivocally to a body and to an angel, so like- 
wise does local motion. For a body is in a place 
in so far as it is contained under the place, and 
is commensurate with the place. Hence it is 
necessary for local movement of a body to be 
commensurate with the place, and according 
to its demands. Hence it is that “the continuity 
of motion is according to the continuity of mag- 
nitude; and according to priority and posterior- 
ity in magnitude is the priority and posteriority 
of the local motion of bodies,” as the Philoso- 
pher says.? But an angel is not in a place as 
commensurate and contained, but rather as 
containing it. Hence it is not necessary for the 
local motion of an angel to be commensurate 
with the place, nor for it to be according to the 
exigency of the place, so as to have continuity 
therefrom, but it is a non-continuous motion. 
For since the angel is in a place only by virtual 
contact, as was said above (Q. Li, A. 1), it fol- 
lows necessarily that the motion of an angel in 
a place is nothing else than the various con- 
tacts of various places successively, and not at 
once, because an angel cannot be in several 
places at one time, as was said above (Q. LII, 
A. 2). Nor is it necessary for these contacts to 
be continuous. Nevertheless a certain kind of 
continuity can be found in such contacts. Be- 
cause, as was said above (ibid., A. 2), there is 
nothing to hinder us from assigning a divisible 

1 Physics, 111, 2 (201531). 2 Tbid., wv, 11 (219%12). 


28r 


place to an angel according to virtual contact, 
just as a divisible place is assigned to a body by 
contact of magnitude. Hence as a body suc- 
cessively, and not all at once, quits the place 
in which it was before, and from this arises 
continuity in its local motion, so likewise an 
angel can successively quit the divisible place 
in which he was before, and so his motion will 
be continuous. And he can all at once quit the 
whole place, and in the same instant apply him- 
self to the whole of another place, and thus his 
motion will not be continuous. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument fails of its pur- 
pose for a twofold reason. First of all, because 
Aristotle’s demonstration proceeds from what 
is indivisible according to quantity, to which 
corresponds a place necessarily indivisible. And 
this cannot be said of an angel. 

Secondly, because Aristotle’s demonstration 
deals with motion which is continuous. For if 
the motion were not continuous, it might be 
said that a thing is moved while it is in the 
term from which, and while it is in the term to 
which, because the very succession of wheres 
regarding the same thing, would be called mo- 
tion; hence, in whichever of those wheres the 
thing might be, it could be said to be moved. But 
the continuity of motion prevents this, because 
nothing which is continuous is in its term, as is 
clear, because the line is not in the point. There- 
fore it is necessary for the thing moved to be 
not totally in either of the terms while it is be- 
ing moved, but partly in the one, and partly in 
the other. Therefore, according as the angel’s 
motion 1s not continuous, Aristotle’s demonstra- 
tion does not hold good. But according as the 
angel’s motion is held to be continuous, it can 
be so granted, that, while an angel is in motion, 
he is partly in the term from which, and partly 
in the term to which (yet so that such “‘partly- 
ness” be not referred to the angel's substance, 
but to the place); because at the outset of his 
continuous motion the angel is in the whole di- 
visible place from which he begins to be moved, 
but while he is actually in motion, he is in part 
of the first place which he quits, and in part of 
the second place which he occupies. This very 
fact that he can occupy the parts of two places 
appertains to the angel from this, that he can 
occupy a divisible place by applying his power, 
as a body does by application of magnitude. 
Hence it follows regarding a body which is 
movable according to place that it is divisible 
according to magnitude, but regarding an angel, 
that his power can be applied to something 
which is divisible. 
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' Reply Ob}. 2. The motion of that which is in 
potency is the act of that which is imperfect. 
But the motion which is by application of power 
ig the act of one in act: because the power oe a 
thing is according as it is in act. 
| Reply Ob]. 3. The motion of that which is in 
potency is on account of its own need. but the 
motion of what is in act is not for any need of 
its own, but for another’s need. In this way, he- 
cause of our need, the angel is moved locally, 
according to Heb. 1. 14: They are all [Vulg., 
Are they not all... ?] ministering spirits, sent 
to minister for them who receive the inherttance 
of salvation. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether an Angel Passes 
Through Intermediate Space? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that an angel does not pass through 
intermediate space. 

Objection 1. For everything that passes 
through a middle space first travels along a 
place of its own dimensions, before passing 
through a greater. But the place responding to 
an angel, who is indivisible, is confined to a 
point. Therefore if the angel passes through 
middle space, he must number infinite points In 
his movement, which is not possible. 

Obj. 2. Further, an angel is of simpler sub- 
stance than the soul. But our soul by taking 
thought can pass from one extreme to another 
without going through the middle; for I can 
think of France and afterwards of Syria, with- 
out ever thinking of Italy, which stands be- 
tween them. Therefore much more can an angel 
pass from one extreme to another without go- 
ing through the middle. 

On the contrary, If the angel be moved from 
one place to another, then, when he is in the 
term to which, he is not moved. but is changed. 
But a process of changing precedes every aciual 
change. Consequently he was being moved 
while existing in some place. But he was not 
moved so long as he was in the term from 
which. Therefore. he was moved while he was 
in mid-space, and so it was necessary for him 
to pass through intervening space. 

I answer that, As was observed above in the 
preceding article, the local motion of an angel 
can be continuous, and non-continuous Jf it be 
continuous, the angel cannot pass from one ex- 
treme to another without passing through the 
mid-space, because, as is said by the Philoso- 
pher,' ‘“‘The middle is that into which a thing 
which is continually changed comes, before ar- 
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riving at the last into which it is changed”: for 
the order of first and Jast in continuous move- 
ment is according to the order of first and last 
in magnitude, as he says.” 

But if an angel’s motion be not continuous, 
it is possible for him to pass from one extreme 
to another without going through the middle, 
which is evident thus. Between the two extreme 
limits there are infinite intermediate places, 
whether the places be taken as divisible or as 
indivisible. This is clearly evident with regard 
to places which are indivisible, because between 
every two points there are infinite intermediate 
points, since “no two points follow one another 
without a middle,” as is proved in the Physics.* 
And the same must of necessity be said of di- 
visible places, and this is shown from the con- 
tinuous motion of a body. For a body is not 
moved from place to place except in time. But 
in the whole time which measures the motion of 
a body, there are not two mows in which the 
body moved is not in one place and in another; 
for if it were in one and the same place in two 
nows, it would follow that it would be at rest 
there, since to be al rest is nothing else than to 
be in the same place now and previously. There- 
fore, since there are infinite mows between the 
first and the last 2o0w of the time which meas- 
ures the motion, there must be infinite places 
between the first from which the motion be- 
gins, and the last where the motion ceases. 
This again is made evident from sensible ex- 
perience. Let there be a body of a palm’s 
length, and let there be a plane measuring two 
palms, along which it travels; it is evident that 
the first place from which the motion starts is 
that of the one palm, and the place wherein the 
motion ‘ends is that of the other palm. Now it 
is clear that when it begins to move, it gradu- 
ally quits the first palm and enters the second. 
According, then, as the magnitude of the palm 
is divided, even so are the intermediate places 
multiplied. because every distinct point in the 
magnitude of the first palm is the beginning of 
a place, and a distinct point in the magnitude 
of the other palm is the limit of the same. Ac- 
cordingly, since magnitude is infinitely divisible, 
and the points in every magnitude are likewise 
infinite in potency, it follows that between 
every two places there are infinite intermediate 
places. 

Now a movable body only exhausts the in- 
finity of the intermediate places by the con- 
tinuity of its motion, because as the intermedi- 
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ate places are infinite in potency, s0_ likewise 
must there be reckoned some infinitudes in mo- 
tion. which is continuous. Consequently, if the 
motion be not continuous, then all the parts 
of the motion will be actually numbered. If, 
therefore, any movable body be moved, but 
not by continuous motion, it follows, either 
that it does not pass through all the interme- 
diate places, or else that it actually numbers 
infinite places, which is not possible. Accord- 
ingly, then, as the angel’s mation is not contin- 
uous, he does not pass through all interme- 
diate places. 

Now, the actual passing from one extreme to 
the other, without going through the mid-space, 
is quite in keeping with an angel’s nature, but 
not with that of a body, because a body 1s 
measured by and contained under a place; 
hence it is bound to follow the laws of place in 
its movement. But an angel’s substance is not 
subject to place as contained thereby, but is 
above it as containing it. Hence it is under his 
control to apply himself to a place just as he 
wills, either through or without the intervening 
place. 

Reply Obj. 1. The place of an angel is not 
taken as equal to him according to magnitude, 
but according to contact of power, and so the 
angel’s place can be divisible, and is not always 
a mere point. Yet even the intermediate divis- 
ible places are infinite, as was said above, but 
they are consumed by the continuity of the mo- 
tion, as is evident from the foregoing. 

Repiy Obj. 2. While an angel is moved 
locally, his essence is applied to various places; 
but the soul’s essence is not applied to the 
things thought of, but rather the things thought 
of are in it. So there is no comparison. 

Reply Obj. 3. In continuous motion the ac- 
tual change is not a part of the motion, but its 
term; hence motion must precede change. Ac- 
cordingly such motion is through the mid-space. 
But in motion which is not continuous, the 
change is a part, as a unit is a part of number; 
hence the succession of the various places, even 
without the mid-space, constitutes such mo- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Movement of an Angel 
Is Instantaneous? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that an angel’s movement is in- 
stantaneous. 

Objection 1. For the greater the power of the 
mover, and the less the moved resist the mover, 
the more rapid is the movement. But the power 


ag 
of an angel moving. bimself exceeds beyond all 
proportion the power which moves a bedy. 
Now the proportion of velocities is reckoned 
according to the lessening of the time. But be- 
tween one length of time and any other length 
of time there is proportion. If therefore a body 
be moved in time, an angel is moved in an in- 
Stant. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angel’s movement is 
simpler than any bodily change. But some bod- 
ily change is effected in an instant, such as il- 
lumination; both because the subject is not il- 
luminated successively, as it gets hot succes- 
sively, and because a ray does not reach sooner 
what is near than what is remote. Much more 
therefore is the angel’s movement instantane- 
ous, 

Obj. 3. Further, if an angel be moved from 
place to place in time, it is manifest that in the 
last instant of such time he is in the term to 
which; but in the whole of the preceding time, 
he is either in the place immediately preceding, 
which is taken as the term from which; or else 
he is partly in the one, and partly in the other, 
But if he be partly in the one and partly in the 
other, it follows that he is divisible; which is 
impossible. Therefore during the whole of the 
preceding time he is in the term from which. 
Thercfore he rests there, since to be at rest is 
to be in the same place now and previously, 
as was said (A. 2). Therefore it follows that 
he is not moved except in the last instant of 
time. ! 
On the contrary, In every change there is a 
before and after. Now the before and after of 
movement is reckoned by time. Consequently 
every movement, even of an angel, is in time, 
since there is a before and after in it. 

I answer that; Some have maintained! that 
the local motion of an angel is instantaneous. 
They said that when an angel is moved from 
place to place, during the whole of the preced- 
ing time he is in the term from which, but in the 
last instant of such time he is in the term to 
which. Nor is there any need for a medium be- 
tween the terms, just as there is no medium be- 
tween time and the limit of time. But there is a 
mid-time between two nows of time; hence they 
say that a last now cannot be assigned in which 
it was in the term from which, just as in illum- 
ination, and in the substantial generation of 
fire, there is no last instant to be assigned in 
which the air was dark, or in which the matter 
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was under the privation of the form of fire, but 
a last time can be assigned, so that in the last 
instant of such time there is light in the air, or 
the form of fire in the matter. And so illumina- 
tion and substantial generation are called in- 
stantaneous movements.' 

But this does not hold good in the present 
case; and it is shown thus. It is of the nature of 
rest that the subject in repose be not otherwise 
disposed now than it was before, and therefore 
in every xow of time which measures rest, the 
subject reposing is in the same where in the 
first, in the middle, and in the last now. On the 
other hand, it is of the very nature of move- 
ment for the subject moved to be otherwise 
now than it was before, and therefore in every 
now of time which measures movement, the 
movable subject is in various dispositions; 
hence in the last now it must have a different 
form from what it had before. So it is evident 
that to rest during the whole time in some (dis- 
position), for instance, in whiteness, is to be in 
it in every instant of such time. Hence it is not 
possible for anything to rest in one term during 
the whole of the preceding time, and afterwards 
in the last instant of that time to be in the other 
term. But this is possible in movement, because 
to be moved in any whole time is not to be in 
the same disposition in every instant of that 
time. Therefore all instantaneous changes of 
the kind are terms of a continuous movement; 
just as generation is the term of the alteration 
of matter, and illumination is the term of the 
local motion of the illuminating body. Now the 
local motion of an angel is not the term of any 
other continuous movement, but is of itself, de- 
pending upon no other movement. Consequent- 
ly it is impossible to say that he is in any place 
during the whole time, and that in the last now 
he is in another place, but some zow must be 
assigned in which he was last in the preceding 
place. But where there are many sows succeed- 
ing one another, there is necessarily time, since 
time is nothing else than the numbering of be- 
fore and after in movement. It remains, then, 
that the movement of an angel is in time. It 
is in continuous time if his movement be con- 
tinuous, and in non-continuous time if his 
movement be non-continuous; for, as was said 
(A. 1), his movement can be of either kind, 
since the continuity of time comes of ihe con- 
tinuity of movement, as the Philosopher says.” 

But that time, whether it be continuous or 
not, is not the same as the time which meas- 
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ures the motion of the heavens, and whereby all 
corporeal things are measured, which have 
changeableness from the motion of the heav- 
ens; because the angel’s motion does not de- 
pend upon the motion of the heavens. 

Reply Obj. 1. If the time of the angel’s move- 
ment be not continuous, but a kind of succes- 
sion of mows, it will have no proportion to the 
time which measures the motion of corporeal 
things, which is continuous; since it is not of 
the same nature. If, however, it be continuous, 
it is indeed proportionable, not because of 
the proportion of the mover and the movable, 
but on account of the proportion of the magni- 
tudes in which the movement exists. On that 
account, the swiftness of the angel's move- 
ment is not measured by the quantity of his 
power, but according to the determination of 
his will. 

Reply Obj. 2. Illumination is the term of a 
movement, and is an alteration, not a local 
motion, as though the light were understood to 
be moved to what is near, before being moved 
to what is remote. But the angel’s movement 
is local, and, besides, it is not the term of move- 
ment; hence there is no comparison. 

Reply Obj. 3. This objection is based on con- 
tinuous time. But the time of an angel’s move- 
ment can be non-continuous. So an angel can 
be in one place in one instant. and in another 
place in the next instant. without any time in- 
tervening. If the time of the angel’s movement 
be continuous, he is changed through infinite 
places throughout the whole time which precedes 
the last 20w, as was already shown (A. 2). Nev- 
ertheless he is partly in one of the continuous 
places, and partly in another, not because his 
substance Is susceptible of parts, but because 
his power is applied to a part of the first place 
and to a part of the second, as was said above 


(A. 1). 


QUESTION LIV 
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE ANGELS 
(/n Five Articles) 


AFTER considering what belongs to the angel’s 
substance, we now proceed to his knowledge. 
This investigation will be fourfold. In the first 
place inquiry must be made into his power of 
knowledge; secondly, into his medium of knowl- 
edge (Q. LV); thirdly, into the things known by 
him (qQ. tvr); and fourthly, into the manner 
whereby he knows them. (Q. LvmIr). 

Under the first heading there are five points 
of inquiry: (1) Is the angel’s act of understand- 
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ing his substance? (2) Is his being his act of un- 
derstanding? (3) Is his substance his power of 
understanding? (4) Is there in the angels an 
agent and a possible intellect? (5) Is there in 
them any other knowing power besides the in- 
tellect? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether an Angel's Act of 
Understanding Is His Substance? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the angel’s act of understand- 
ing is his substance. 

Objection 1. For the angel is both higher and 
simpler than the agent intellect of a soul. But the 
substance of the agent intellect is its own ac- 
tion, as is evident from Aristotle! and from his 
Commentator.’ Therefore much more is the an- 
gel’s substance his action,—that is his act of un- 
derstanding. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says that 
“the action of the intellect is life.” But since “in 
living things to live is to be,” as he says,‘ it 
seems that life is essence. Therefore the action 
of the intellect is the essence of an angel who 
understands. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the extremes be one, then 
the middle does not differ from them, because 
extreme is farther from extreme than the mid- 
die is. But in an angel the intellect and the thing 
understood are the same, at least in so far as he 
understands his own essence Therefore the act 
of understanding, which is between the intellect 
and the thing understood, is one with the sub- 
stance of the angel who understands. 

On the contrary, The action of a thing differs 
more from its substance than does its being. But 
no creature’s being is its substance, for this be- 
longs to God only, as is evident from what was 
said above (Q. III, A. 4; Q. VII, A. I, ANS. 3; Q. 
XLIv,A.1). Therefore neither the action of anan- 
gel, nor of any other creature, is its substance. 

I answer that, It is impossible for the action 
of an angel, or of any other creature, to be its 
own substance. For an action is properly the ac- 
tuality of a power, just as being is the actuality 
of a substance, or of an essence. Now it is im- 
possible for anything which is not a pure act, 
but which has some admixture of potency, to be 
its own actuality, because actuality is opposed 
to potentiality. But God alone is pure act. 
Hence only in God is His substance the same as 
His being and His action. 
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Besides, if an angel’s act of understanding 
were his substance, it would be necessary for it 
to be subsisting. Now a subsisting act of intelli- 
gence can be but one, just as an abstract thing 
that subsists can be but one. Consequently the 
substance of one angel would neither be distin- 
guished from God’s substance, which is His very 
act of understanding subsisting, nor from the 
substance of another angel. 

Also, if the angel were his own act of under- 
standing, there could then be no degrees of un- 
derstanding more or less perfectly; for this 
comes about through the diverse participation 
of the act of understanding. 

Reply Obj. 1. When the agent intellect is said 
to be its own action, such predication is not es- 
sential, but concomitant, because, since its very 
nature consists in act, instantly, so far as lies in 
itself, action accompanies it, which cannot be 
said of the possible intellect, for this has no ac- 
tions until after it has been reduced to act. 

Reply Obj. 2. The relation between life and to 
live is not the same as that between essence and 
to be, but rather as that between a race and to 
run, one of which signifies the act in the ab- 
stract, and the other in the concrete. Hence it 
does not follow, if to live is to be, that life is 
essence, Although life is sometimes put for the 
essence, as Augustine says (De Trin. x), 
“Memory and understanding and will are one 
essence, one life,” yet it is not taken in this 
sense by the Philosopher when he says that “‘the 
act of the intellect is life.” 

Reply Obj. 3. The action which passes to 
something extrinsic, is really a medium between 
the agent and the subject receiving the action. 
The action which remains within the agent is 
not really a medium between the agent and the 
object, but only according to the manner of ex- 
pression; for it really follows the union of the 
object with the agent. For the act of under- 
standing is brought about by the union of the 
thing understood with the one who understands 
it, as an effect which differs from both. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether in the Angel’s Act 
of Understanding Is His Being? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that in the angel's act of under- 
standing is his being. For “in living things to 
live is to be,” as the Philosopher says®. But to 
understand is in a sense to live.’ Therefore in 
the angel to understand is to be. 

5 Chap. 11 (PL 42, 983). 


® Soul, 11, 4 (415>13). 
7 [bid., 11, 2 (413%23). 


386 


- 0bj, 2. Further, cause bears the same relation 
to cause, as effect to effect. But-the form where- 
by the angel exists is the samé as the form by 
which he understands at least himself. There- 
fore in the angel to understand is to be. 

On the contrary, The angel’s act of under- 
standing is his motion, as is clear from Diony- 
sius (Div. Nom. iv).’ But to be is not motion. 
Therefore in the angel to be is not to under- 
stand. 

I answer that, The action of the angel, as also 
the action of any creature, is not his being. For 
as it is said? there is a twofold class of action: 
one which passes out to something beyond, and 
causes passion in it, as burning and cutting; and 
another which does not pass to a thing outside, 
but which remains within the agent, as to feel, 
to understand, to will. By such actions nothing 
outside is changed, but the whole action takes 
place within the agent. It is quite clear regard- 
ing the first kind of action that it cannot be the 
agent’s very being, because the agent’s being Is 
signified as within him, while such an action de- 
notes something as issuing from the agent into 
the thing done. But the second action of its 
own nature has infinity, either absolutely or rel- 
atively. As an example of infinity absolutely, we 
have the act to understand, of which the object 
is the true, and the act to will, of which the 
object is the good, each of which is convertible 
with being; and so, to understand and to will, 
of themselves, bear relation to all things, and 
each receives its species from its object. But the 
act of sensation is relatively infinite. for it bears 
relation to all sensible things; as sight does to 
all things visible. Now the being of every crea- 
ture is restricted to one in genus and species; 
God’s being alone is infinite absolutely, compre- 
hending all things in itself, as Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. v)3 Hence the Divine nature alone 
is its own act of understanding and its own act 
of will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Life is sometimes taken for the 
being itself of the living thing, sometimes also 
for a vital operation, that is, for one whereby 
something is shown to be living. In this way the 
Philosopher says that to understand is, in a 
sense, to live; for there he distinguishes the 
various grades of living things according to the 
various functions of life. 

Reply Obj. 2, The essence itself of an angel 
is the reason of his entire being, but not the rea- 
son of his whole act of understanding, since he 
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cannot understand: everything by his ‘essence. 
Consequently according to its proper nation as 
such an essence, it is compared to the being it- 
self of the angel, whereas to his act of under- 
standing it is compared as included in the no- 
tion of a more universal object, namely, truth 
or being. Thus it is evident, that, although the 
form it the same, yet it is not the principle of 
being and of understanding according to the 
same notion. On this account it does not follow 
that in the angel to be is the same as to under- 
stand. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether an Angel’s Knowing Power 
Is His Essence? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that in an angel the power or faculty 
of understanding is not different from his es- 
sence. 

Objection 1. For, mind and intellect express 
the power of understanding. But in many pas- 
sages of his writings, Dionysius‘ styles angels 
“intellects and minds.” Therefore the angel is 
his own power of understanding. 

Obj. 2. Further, if the angel’s power of under- 
standing be anything other than his essence, 
then it must be an accident; for that which is 
other than the essence of anything, we call its 
accident. But “a simple form cannot be a sub- 
ject,” as Boéthius states (De Trin.).5 Thus an 
angel would not be a simple form, which is con- 
trary to what has been previously said (a. L, 
A. 2). 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says,® that God 
made the angelic nature “nigh unto Himself,” 
while He made primary matter “nigh unto noth- 
ing’; from this it would seem that the angel is 
of a simpler nature than primary matter, as be- 
ing closer to God. But primary matter is its own 
power. Therefore much more is an angel his own 
power of understanding. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Celi. Hier. 
xi)? that “the angels are divided into sub- 
stance, power, and operation.” Therefore, sub- 
stance, power, and operation, are all distinct in 
them. 

I answer that, Neither in an angel nor in any 
creature is the power or operative faculty the 
same as Its essence. Which is made evident thus. 
Since every power is ordered to an act, then ac- 
cording to the diversity of acts must be the di- 
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versity of powers; and on this account it is said 
that’‘each proper act responds to its proper 
power. But in every creature the essence differs 
from the being, and is related to it as potency 
is to ‘act, as is evident from what has been al- 
ready said (Q. XLIV, A. 1). Now the act to 
which the operative power is related is opcra- 
tion. But in the angel to understand is not the 
same as to be, nor is any other operation either 
in him, or in any other created thing. Hence the 
angel’s essence is not his power of understand- 
ing, nor is the essence of any creature its power 
of operation. 

Reply Obj. 1. An angel is called “intellect and 
mind” because all his knowledge is intellectual, 
whereas the knowledge of a soul is partly intel- 
lectual and partly sensitive. 

Reply Obj. 2. Asimple form which is pure act 
cannot be the subject of accident, because sub- 
ject is related to accident as potency Is to act. 
God alone is such a form, and of such ts Boé- 
thius speaking there. But a simple form which 
is not its own being, but is related to it as po- 
tency is to act, can be the subject of accident; 
and especially of such accident as follows the 
species; but such accident belongs to the form, 
whereas an accident which belongs to the in- 
dividual, and which does not belong to the whole 
species, results from the matter, which is the 
principle of individuation. And such a simple 
form is an angel. 

Reply Obj. 3. The power of matter is a poten- 
tiality in regard to substantial being itself, while 
the power of operation regards accidental be- 
ing. Hence there is no comparison. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether There Is An Agent 
and a Possible Intellect in an Angel? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is both an agent and a 
possible intellect in an angel. 

Objection 1. The Philosopher says! that, ‘in 
the soul, just a5 in every nature, there is some- 
thing whereby it can become all things, and 
there is something whereby it can make all 
things.” But an angel is a kind of nature. There- 
fore there is an agent and a possible intellect in 
an angel. 

Obj, 2. Further, the proper function of the 
possible intellect is to receive, whereas to en- 
lighten is the proper function of the agent in- 
tellect, as is made clear in the book on the Soul.? 
But an angel receives enlightenment from a 
higher angel, and enlightens a lower one. There- 
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fore there is in Sim an agent and a possible 1 in- 
tellect.’. 

On the Contiarys, The dictinction of agent ae 
possible intellect in us is in relation to the phan- 
tasms, which are related to the possible intellect 
as colours to the sight are related, but to the 
agent intellect as colours to the light, as is clear 
from the book on the Sou.’ But this.is not so in 
the angel. Therefore there is no agent and pos- 
sible intellect in the angel. 

I answer that, The necessity for admitting a 
possible intellect in us is derived from the fact 
that we understand sometimes only in potency, 
and not in act. Hence there must be some power, 
which, previous to the act of understanding, is 
in potency to intelligible things, but which is 
brought into act in their regard when it knows 
them, and still more when it considers them. 
This is the power which is called the possible in- 
tellect. The necessity for admitting an agent in- 
tellect is due to this, that the natures of the ma- 
terial things which we understand do not exist 
outside the soul as immaterial and actually in- 
telligible, but are only intelligible in potency so 
long as they are outside the soul. Consequently 
it is necessary that there should be some power 
capable of rendering such natures actually in- 
telligible, and this power in us is called the agent 
intellect. 

But each of these necessities is absent from 
the angels. They are neither sometimes under- 
standing only in potency with regard to such 
things as they naturally understand, nor, again, 
are their intelligibles intelligible in potency, but 
they are actually such; for they first and prin- 
cipally understand immaterial things, as will ap- 
pear later (9Q. LXXXIV, A. 7. and LXXXV, A. 1). 
Therefore there cannot be an agent and a pos- 
sible intellect in them, except equivocally, 

Reply Obj. 1. As the words themselves show, 
the Philosopher understands those two things 
to be in every nature in which there happens to 
be generation or becoming. Knowledge, how- 
ever, is not generated in the angels, but is pres- 
ent naturally. Hence there is no need for admit- 
ting an agent and a possible intellect in them. 

Reply 06j. 2. It is the function of the agent 
intellect to enlighten not another intellect, but 
things which are intelligible in potency, in so far 
as by abstraction it makes them to be actually 
intelligible. It pertains to the possible intellect 
to be in potency with regard to things which 
are naturally capable of being known, and some- 
times to be put in act concerning them. Hence 
for one angel to enlighten another does not be- 
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long to the notion of an agent intellect ; neither 
does it belong to the notion of the possible in- 
tellect for the angel to be enlightened with re- 
gard to supernatural mysteries, to the knowl- 
edge of which he is sometimes in potency. But 
if anyone wishes to call these by the names of 
agent and possible intellect, he will then be 
speaking equivocally; and we need not trouble 
about names. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether There Is Only Intellectual 
Knowledge in the Angels? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the knowledge of the angels is 
not exclusively intellectual. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says! that in “the 
angels there is life which understands and 
feels.” Therefore there is a sensitive power in 
them as well. 

Obj. 2. Further, Isidore says’ that the angels 
have known many things by experience. But 
“experience comes of many remembrances,” as 
stated in the Metaphysics.’ Consequently they 
have likewise a power of memory. 

Obj. 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div, Nom. 
iv)‘ that there is a “perverted phantasy” in 
the demons. But phantasy belongs to the imag- 
inative faculty. Therefore the power of the 
imagination is in the demons; and for the same 
reason it is in the angels, since they are of the 
same nature. 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. 29 7 
Ev.),5 that “man senses in common with the 
brutes, and understands with the angels.” 

I answer that, In our soul there are certain 
powers whose operations are exercised by cor- 
poreal organs; such powers are acts of sundry 
parts of the body, as sight of the eye, and hear- 
ing of the ear. There are some other powers of 
the soul whose operations are not performed 
through bodily organs, as intellect and will, and 
these are not acts of any parts of the body, 
Now the angels have no bodies naturally joined 
to them, as is manifest from what has been 
said already (Q. LI, A. 1). Hence of the soul’s 
powers only intellect and will can belong to 
them. 

The Commentator (Metaph. xii)® says the 
same thing, namely that the separated sub- 
stances are divided into intellect and wi!’ And 
it is in keeping with the order of the universe 
for the highest intellectual creature to be en- 
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tirely intelligent, and not in part, as is our soul. 
For this reason the angels are called “intellects 
and minds,” as was said above (A. 3, Ans. 1). 

A twofold answer can be returned to the 
contrary objections. First, it may be replied 
that those authorities are speaking according to 
the opinion of such men’ as contended that 
angels and demons have bodies naturally united 
to them. Augustine often makes use of this 
opinion in his books? although he does not mean 
to assert it; hence he says® that ‘‘such an in- 
quiry does not call for much labour.” 

Secondly, it may be said that such authorities 
and the like are to be understood as by way of 
likeness. Because, since sense has a sure appre- 
hension of its proper sensible, it is a common 
usage of speech, when we understand something 
for certain, to say that we sense it. And hence 
it is that we use the word Sententia (opinion, 
sentiment). Experience can be attributed to the 
angels according to the likeness of the things 
known, although not by likeness of the knowing 
power. We have experience when we know sin- 
gle objects through the senses; the angels like- 
wise know single objects, as we shall show (a. 
LvII, A. 2), yet not through the senses. But 
memory can be allowed in the angels, according 
as Augustine (De Trin. x) puts it in the mind, 
although it cannot belong to them in so far as it 
is a part of the sensitive soul. In hke fashion 
‘a perverted phantasy” is attributed to demons 
since they have a false practical estimate of 
what is the true good, while deception in us 
comes properly from the phantasy, whereby we 
sometimes hold fast to images of things as to 
the things themselves, as is manifest in sleepers 
and lunatics. 


QUESTION LV 
OF THE MEDIUM OF THE ANGELIC 
KNOWLEDGE 
(dn Three Articles) 


NEXT in order, the question arises as to the me- 
dium of the angelic knowledge. Under this 
heading there are three points of inquiry: (1) 
Do the. angels know everything by their sub- 
stance, or by some species? (2) If by species, 
is it by connatural species, or is it by species 
derived from things? (3) Do the higher angels 
know by more universal species than the lower 
angels? 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Know 
All Things by Their Substance? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the angels know all things by 
their substance. 

Objection 1. Yor Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii)! that “the angels, according to the proper 
nature of a mind, know the things which are 
happening upon earth.” But the angel’s nature 
is his essence. Therefore the angel knows things 
by his essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philoso- 
pher,? “in things which are without matter, the 
intellect is the same as what is understood.” 
But what is understood is the same as the one 
who understands it, by reason of that whereby 
it is understood. Therefore in things without 
matter, such as the angels, that whereby some- 
thing is understood is the very substance of the 
one understanding it. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything which is in an- 
other is there according to the mode of what it 
is in. But an angel has an intellectual nature. 
Therefore whatever is in him is there in an in- 
telligible mode. But all things are in him, be- 
cause the lower orders of beings are essentially 
in the higher, while the higher are in the lower 
participatively. And therefore Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. iv)® that God “enfolds the whole 
in the whole,” that is all in all. Therefore the 
angel knows all things in his substance. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (ibid.)* that 
“the angels are enlightened by the ideas of 
things.” Therefore they know by the ideas of 
things, and not by their own substance. 

I answer that, The medium through which the 
intellect understands is related to the intellect 
understanding it as its form, because it is by the 
form that the agent acts. Now in order that the 
power may be perfectly completed by the form, 
it is necessary for all things to which the power 
extends to be contained under the form. Hence 
it is that in things which are corruptible the 
form does not perfectly complete the potency 
of the matter, because the potency of the mat- 
ter extends to more things than are contained 
under this or that form. But the intellectual 
power of the angel extends to understanding all 
things, because the object of the intellect is uni- 
versal being or universal truth. The angel's es- 
sence, however, does not comprise all things in 
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itself, since it is an essence restricted to a genus 
and species. This is proper to the Divine es- 
sence, which is infinite, to comprise absolutely 
all things in Itself in a perfect manner. There- 
fore God alone knows all things by His essence. 
But an angel cannot know all things by his es- 
sence, and his intellect must be perfected by 
some species in order to know things. 

Reply Obj. 1. When it is said that the angel 
knows things according to his own nature, the 
words “according to” do not determine the me- 
dium of such knowledge, since the medium is 
the likeness of the thing known; but they de- 
note the knowing power, which belongs to the 
angel according to his own nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the sense in act is the sen- 
sible in act, as stated in the book on the Soul,5 
not in such a way that the sensitive power is 
the likeness itself of the sensible thing contained 
in the sense, but because one thing is made 
from both as from act and potency, so likewise 
the intellect in act is said to be the thing under- 
stood in act, not that the substance of the in- 
tellect is itself the likeness by which it under- 
stands, but because that likeness is its form. 
Now, it is precisely the same thing to say “in 
things which are without matter, the intellect 
is the same thing as the thing understood, as to 
say that the intellect in act is the thing under- 
stood in act’*®; for a thing is actually under- 
stood because it is immaterial. 

Reply Obj. 3. The things which are beneath 
the angel and those which are above him are in 
a certain way in his substance, not indeed per- 
fectly, nor according to their proper notion— 
because the angel’s essence, as being finite, is 
distinguished by its own notion from other 
things—but according to some common notion. 
Yet all things are perfectly and according to 
their own notion in God’s essence, as in the first 
and universal operative power, from which pro- 
cecds whatever is proper or common to any- 
thing. Therefore God has a proper knowledge of 
all things by His own essence, and this the angel 
has not, but only a common knowledge. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Angels Understand by 
Species Drawn from Things? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would sccm that the angels understand by spe- 
cies drawn from things. 

Objection 1. For everything understood is 
apprehended by some likeness within him who 
understands it. But the likeness of the thing ex- 
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isting in another is there either ‘by way of an 
exemplar, so that the likeness is the cause of 
the thing, or else by way of an image, so that 
it is caused by the thing. All knowledge, then, 
of the person understanding must either be the 
cause of the thing understood, or else caused 
by it. Now the angel’s knowledge is not the 
cause of existing things. That belongs to the 
Divine knowledge alone. Therefore it is neces- 
sary for the species by which the angelic mind 
understands to be derived from things. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angelic light is stronger 
than the light of the agent intellect of the soul. 
But the light of the agent intellect abstracts in- 
telligible species from phantasms. Therefore 
the light of the angelic intellect can also ab- 
stract species from sensible things. So there is 
nothing to hinder us from saying that the angel 
understands through species drawn from things. 

Obj. 3. Further, the species in the intellect are 
indifferent to what is present or distant, except 
in so far as they are taken from sensible things. 
Therefore, if the angel does not understand by 
species drawn from things, his knowledge would 
be indifferent as to things present and distant; 
and so he would be moved locally to no pur- 
pose. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii)! that “the angels do not gather their Di- 
vine knowledge from things divisible or sen- 
sible.” 

I answer that, The species whereby the an- 
gels understand are not drawn from things, but 
are connatural to them. For we must observe 
that there is a similarity between the distinc- 
tion and order of spiritual substances and the 
distinction and order of corporeal substances. 
The highest bodies have in their nature a po- 
tency which is fully perfected by the form, 
whereas in the lower bodies the polency of mat- 
ter is not entirely perfected by the form, but 
receives from some agent, now one form, now 
another. In like fashion also the lower intel- 
lectual substances—that is to say, human souls 
—have a power of understanding which is not 
naturally complete, but is successively com- 
pleted in them by their drawing intelligible spe- 
cies from things. But in the higher spiritual sub- 
stances—that is, the angels—the power of un- 
derstanding is naturally complete by consztural 
intelligible species, in so far as they have such 
species connatural to them, so as to understand 
all things which they can know naturally. 

The same is evident from the manner of be- 
ing of such substances. The lower spiritual sub- 
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stances—that is, souls—have a being akin to a 
body, in so far as they are the forms of bodies; 
and consequently from their very mode of be- 
ing it is appropriate to them to seek their in- 
telligible perfection from bodies, and through 
bodies; otherwise they would be united with 
bodies to no purpose. On the other hand, the 
higher substances—that is, the angels—are ut- 
terly free from bodies, and subsist immaterially 
and in their own intelligible being; consequent- 
ly they attain their intelligible perfection 
through an intelligible outpouring, whereby 
they received from God the species of things 
known, at the same time as their intellectual 
nature. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 
8): “The other things which are lower than the 
angels are so created that they first receive ex- 
istence in the knowledge of the rational crea- 
ture, and then in their own nature.’” 

Reply Obj. 1. There are likenesses of crea- 
tures in the angel’s mind, not, indeed, derived 
from creatures, but from God, Who is the cause 
of creatures, and in Whom the likenesses of 
creatures first exist. Hence Augustine says 
(ibid.) that, “‘As the type according to which 
the creature is fashioned is in the Word of God 
before the creature which is fashioned, so the 
knowledge of the same type exists first in the 
intellectual creature, and is afterwards the very 
fashioning of the creature.” 

Reply Obj. 2. To go from one extreme to the 
other it 1s necessary to pass through the middle. 
Now the being of a form in the imagination, 
which form is without matter but not without 
material conditions, stands midway between the 
being of a form which is in matter, and the be- 
ing of a form which is in the intellect by ab- 
straction ‘from matter and from material con- 
ditions. Consequently. however powerful the 
angelic intellect might be, it could not re- 
duce material forms to intelligible being, ex- 
cept it were first to reduce them to the being of 
imagined forms, which is impossible, since the 
angel has no imagination, as was said above 
(Q. Liv, A 5). Even granted that he could ab- 
stract intelligible species from material things, 
yet he would not do so, because he would not 
need them, for he has connatural intelligible 
species. 

Reply Ob]. 3. The angel’s knowledge is indif- 
ferent as to what is near or distant according to 
place. Nevertheless his local movement is not 
purposeless on that account, for he is not 
moved to a place for the purpose of acquiring 
knowledge, but for the purpose of operation. 

IPL 34, 269. 
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Kevin 3. “Whether the Higher Angels Under- 
stond by More Universal Species Than the 
Lower Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the higher angels do not under- 
stand by more universal species than the lower 
angels. 

Objection 1. For the universal, it seems, is 
what is abstracted from particulars. But angels 
do not understand by species abstracted from 
things. Therefore it cannot be said that the 
species of the angelic intellect are more or less 
universal. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is known in par- 
ticular is more perfectly known than what is 
known universally because to know anything 
universally is, in a fashion, midway between 
potency and act. If, therefore, the higher an- 
gels know by more universal forms than the 
lower, it follows that the higher have a more 
imperfect knowledge than the lower, which is 
not befitting. 

Obj. 3. Further, the same cannot be the 
proper type of many. But if the higher angel 
knows various things by one universal form, 
which the lower angel knows by several special 
forms, it follows that the higher angel uses one 
universal form for knowing various things. 
Therefore he will not be able to have a proper 
knowledge of each, which seems unbecoming. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
xii)! that the higher angels have a more uni- 
versal knowledge than the lower. And in De 
Causis? it is said that “the higher angels have 
more universal forms.” 

I answer that, Some things are of a more exalt- 
ed nature because they are nearer to and more 
like to the first, which is God. Now in God the 
whole fulness of intellectual knowledge is con- 
tained in one thing, that is to say, in the Divine 
essence, by which God knows all things. This 
plenitude of knowledge is found in created in- 
tellects in a lower manner, and less simply. 
Consequently it is necessary for the lower in- 
telligences to know by many forms what God 
knows by one, and by so many the more ac- 
cording as the intellect is lower. 

Thus the higher the angel is, by so much the 
fewer species will he be able to apprehend the 
whole universe of intelligible things. Therefore 
his forms must be more universal, each one of 
them, as it were, extending to more things. An 
example of this can in some measure be ob- 
served in ourselves. For some people there are 

1 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 292). 3 Sect. 9 (BA 173). 
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who’ ¢antiot grasp an ititelligible truth unless it 
be explained to them in every part and detail; 
this comes of their weakness of intellect, while 
there are others of stronger intellect, who can 
grasp many things from few. 

Reply Obj. 1. It happens to the universal to 
be abstracted from particulars in so far as the 
intellect knowing it derives its knowledge from 
things. But if there be an intellect which doés 
not derive its knowledge from things, the uni- 
versal which it knows will not be abstracted: 
from things, but will be in a certain way exist- 
ing before them; either according to the order 
of causes, as the universal ideas of things are 
in the Word of God, or at least in the order of 
nature, as the universal ideas of ee are in 
the angelic intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. To know anything univentaily 
can be taken in two senses. In one way, on the 
part of the thing known, namely, that only the 
universal nature of the thing is known. To know 
a thing thus is something less perfect, for he 
would have but an imperfect knowledge of a 
man who only knew him to be an animal: In 
another way, on the part of the medium of 
knowing. In this way it is more perfect to know 
a thing in the universal; for the intellect which 
by one universal medium can know the singulars 
which are properly contained in it is more per- 
fect than one which cannot. 

Reply Obj. 3. The same cannot be the proper 
and adequate type of several things. But if it be 
superior, then it can be taken as the proper 
type and likeness of many. Just as in man, there 
is a universal prudence with respect to, all the 
acts of the virtues, which can be taken as the 
proper type and likeness of the particular pru- 
dence which in the Jion leads to acts of magna- 
nimity, and in the fox to acts of wariness, and 
so on of the rest. The Divine essence, on ac- 
count of Its eminence, is in like fashion taken 
as the proper type of the singulars contained 
therein; hence each singular is likened to It ac- 
cording to its proper type. The same applies to 
the universal idea which is in the mind of the 
angel, so that, on account of its excellence, 
many things can be known through it with a 
proper knowledge. 


QUESTION LVI 
OF THE ANGELS’ KNOWLEDGE OF 
IMMATERIAL THINGS 
(In Three Articles) 


WE now inquire into the knowledge of the an- 
gels with regard to the things known by them. 


2023 
We shall treat of their knowledge: first, of im- 
material things, secondly of things material (Q. 
Lvir). Under the first heading there are three 
points of inquiry: (1) Does an angel know 
himself? (2) Does one angel know another? 
(3) Does the angel know God by his own nat- 
ural powers? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether an Angel Knows Himself? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that an angel does not know him- 
self, 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says that “the an- 
gels do not know their own powers.” (Cal. 
Hier. vi).’ But, when the substance is known, 
the power is known. Therefore an angel does not 
know his own essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, an angel is a singular sub- 
stance; otherwise he would not act, since acts 
belong to singular subsistences. But no singular 
is intelligible. Therefore it cannot be under- 
stood. Therefore, since the angel possesses only 
knowledge which is intellectual, no angel can 
know himself. 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect is moved by the 
intelligible thing, because, as stated in the book 
on the Soul,? “to understand is in some way to 
be acted upon.” But nothing is moved by or is 
acted upon by itself, as appears in corporeal 
things. Therefore the angel cannot understand 
himself. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad 
iit. ii)’ that “the angel knew himself when he 
was confirmed, that is, enlightened by truth.” 

I answer that, As is evident from what has 
been previously said (90. xIV, A. 2; LIV. A. 2), 
the object is otherwise in an immanent, and in 
a transient, action. In a transient action the 
object or matter into which the action passes is 
something separate from the agent, as the thing 
heated is from what gave it heat, and the build- 
ing from the builder; but in an immanent ac- 
tion, for the action to proceed the object must 
be united with the agent, just as the sensible 
object must be in contact with sense in order 
that sense may actually perceive. And the ob- 
ject which is united to a power bears the same 
relation to actions of this kind as does the 
form which is the principle of action in other 
agents; for, as heat is the formal princ‘ ile of 
heating in the fire, so is the species of the thing 
seen the formal principle of vision to the cye. 

It must, however, be borne in mind that this 

1Sect. 1 (PG 3, 200). 
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species of the object exists sometimes only in 
potency in the knowing power, and then there 
is only knowledge in potency; and in order that 
there may be actual knowledge, it is required 
that the knowing power be reduced to act by 
the species. But if it always actually possesses 
the species, it can thereby have actual knowl- 
edge without any preceding change or recep- 
tion. From this it is evident that it is not of the 
nature of knower, as knowing, to be moved by 
the object, but as knowing in potency. Now, 
for the form to be the principle of the action, 
it makes no difference whether it be inherent in 
something else, or whether it be self-subsisting; 
because heat would give forth heat none the less 
if it were self-subsisting than it does by inher- 
ing in something else. So therefore, if in the 
genus of intelligible beings there be any subsist- 
ing intelligible form, it will understand itself. 
And since an angel is immaterial, he is a subsist- 
ing form; and, consequently, he is actually in- 
telligible. Hence it follows that he understands 
himself by his form, which is his substance. 

Reply Obj. 1. That is the text of the old trans- 
lation, which is amended in the new one, and 
runs thus: ‘furthermore they,” that is to say 
the angels, ‘knew their own powers,” instead 
of which the old translation read—“ and fur- 
thermore they do not know their own powers.” 
Although even the letter of the old translation 
might be kept in this respect, that the angels 
do not know their own power perfectly, ac- 
cording as it proceeds from the order of the 
Divine Wisdom, Which to the angels is incom- 
prehensible. 

Reply Obj. 2. We have no knowledge of sin- 
gulars corporeal not because of their singularity, 
but on atcount of the matter, which is their 
principle of individuation. Accordingly, if there 
be any singulars subsisting without matter, as 
the angels are, there is nothing to nrevent them 
from being actually intelligible. 

Reply Obj. 3. It belongs to the intellect, in so 
far as it is in potency, to be moved and to be 
acted upon. Hence this does not happen in the 
angelic intellect, especially as regards the fact 
that he understands himself, Besides the action 
of the intellect is not of the same nature as the 
action found in corporeal things, which passes 
out into some other matter. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether One Angel Knows 
Another? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that one angel does not know an- 
other, 
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Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
if the human intellect were to have in itself any 
one of the natures of sensible things, then such 
a nature existing within it would prevent it 
from apprehending external things, as likewise, 
if the pupil of the eye were coloured with some 
particular colour, it could not see every colour. 
But as the human intellect is disposed for un- 
derstanding corporeal things, so is the angelic 
mind for understanding immaterial things. 
Therefore, since the angelic intellect has within 
itself some one determinate nature from the 
number of such natures, it would seem that it 
cannot understand other natures. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is stated in De Causis? that 
every intelligence knows what is above it, in so 
far as it is caused by it; and what is beneath it, 
in so far as it is its cause. But one angel is not 
the cause of another. Therefore one angel does 
not know another. 

Obj. 3. Further, one angel cannot be known 
to another angel by the essence of the one 
knowing, because all knowledge is effected by 
way of a likeness. But the essence of the angel 
knowing is not like the essence of the angel 
known, except generically, as is clear from what 
has been said before (QQ. L, A. 4; LV, A. I ANS. 
3). Hence, it follows that one angel would not 
have a proper knowledge of another, but only a 
gencral knowledge. In like manner it cannot be 
said that one angel knows another by the es- 
sence of the angel known, because that whereby 
the intellect understands is something within 
the intellect, while the Trinity alone can pene- 
trate the mind. Again, it cannot be said that one 
angel knows the other by a species, because that 
species does not differ from the angel under- 
stood, since each is immaterial. Therefore in no 
way does it appear that one angel can under- 
stand another. 

Obj. 4. Further, if one angel did understand 
another, this would be either by an innate 
species; and so it would follow that, if God 
were now to create another angel, such an angel 
could not be known by the existing angels; or 
else he would have to be known by a species 
drawn from things, and so it would follow that 
the higher angels could not know the lower, 
from whom they receive nothing. Therefore in 
no way does it seem that one angel knows 
another. 

On the contrary, We read in De Causis® that 
“every intelligence knows the things which are 
not corrupted.” 


1 Soul, 111, 4 (429%20). 2 Sect. 7 (BA 170). 
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I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad Hit. 
ii),4 such things as pre-existed from eternity in 
the Word of God, came forth from Him in twa 
ways: first, into the angelic intellect; and sec- 
ondly, so as to subsist in their own natures. 
They proceeded into the angelic intellect be- 
cause God impressed upon the angelic mind the 
images of the things which He produced in their 
own natural being. Now in the Word of God 
from eternity there existed not only the ideas 
of corporeal things, but likewise the ideas of 
all spiritual creatures. So in every one of these 
spiritual creatures, the ideas of all things, both 
corporeal] and spiritual, were impressed by the 
Word of God; yet so that in every angel there 
was impressed the idea of his own species ac- 
cording to both its natural and its intelligible 
being, so that he should subsist in the nature of 
his species, and understand himself by it, while 
the forms of other spiritual and corporeal na- 
tures were impressed in him only according to 
their intelligible being, so that by such impres- 
sed species he might know corporeal and spirit- 
ual creatures. 

Reply Obj. 1. The spiritual natures of the 
angels are distinguished from one another in a 
certain order, as was already observed (Q. L, A. 
4, ANS. I, 2; Q. X, A. 63 Q. XLVIT, A. 2). So the 
nature of an angel does not hinder him from 
knowing the other angelic natures, since both 
the higher and lower bear affinity to his nature, 
the only difference being according to their 
various degrces of perfection. 

Reply Obj. 2. The nature of cause and effect 
does not lead one angel to know another, unless 
by reason of likeness, so far as cause and the 
thing caused are alike. Therefore if likeness 
without causality be admitted in the angels, 
this wall suffice for one to know another. 

Reply Ob]. 3. One angel knows another by 
the species of such angel existing in his intel- 
lect, which differs from the angel whose like- 
ness it is not according to material and im- 
material being, but according to natural and 
intentional being. The angel is himself a sub- 
sisting form in his natural being, but his species 
in the intellect of another angel is not so, for 
there it possesses only an intelligible being. As 
the form of colour on the wall has a natural 
being, but, in the medium which carries it, it 
bas only intentional being. 

Reply Obj. 4. God made every creature pro- 
portionate to the universe which He deter- 
mined to make. Therefore had God resolved to 
make more angels or more natures of things, 

4Chap. 8 (PL 34, 269). 
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He would have impressed more intelligible spe- 
cies in the angelic minds; just as‘a builder who, 
if-he had intended to build a larger house, would 
have made larger foundations. Hence, for God 
to add a new creature to the universe means 
that He would likewise add a new intelligible 
species to an angel. 


Articie 3. Whether an Angel Knows God by 
His Own Natural Powers? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels cannot know God 
by their natural powers. 

Objection. 1.For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i)' that God “by His incomprehensible might 
is placed above all heavenly minds.” Afterwards 
he adds that, “‘since He is above all substances, 
He is remote from all knowledge.” 

Obj. 2. Further, God is infinitely beyond the 
intellect of an angel. But what is infinitely be- 
yond cannot be reached. Therefore it appears 
that an angel cannot know God by his natural 
powers. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is written (I Cor. 13. 12): 
We see now through a glass in a dark manner; 
bui then face to face. From this it appears that 
there is a twofold knowledge of God: the one, 
whereby He is seen in His essence, according 
to which He is said to be seen face to face; the 
other whereby He is seen in the mirror of 
creatures. As was already shown (Q. xII, A. 4), 
an angel cannot have the former knowledge by 
his natural powers. Nor does vision through a 
mirror belong to the angels, since they do not 
derive their knowledge of God from sensible 
things, as Dionysius observes (Div. Nom. vii).? 
Therefore the angels cannot know God by their 
natural powers. 

On the contrary, The angels are mightier in 
knowledge than men. Yet men can know God 
through their natural powers, according to Rom. 
1, 19: what is known of God ts manifest in 
them. Therefore much more so can the angels. 

I answer that, The angels can have some 
knowledge of God by their own natural powers. 
In evidence of this it must be borne in mind 
that a thing is known in three ways: first, by 
the presence of its essence in the knower, as 
light can be seen in the eye; and so we have 
said that an angel knows himself (A. 1.);-—— 
secondly, by the presence of its likeness :n the 
power which knows it, as a stone is seen by the 
eye from its likeness being in the eye ;—thirdly, 
when the likeness of the object known is not 
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drawn immediately from the thing known it- 
self, but from something else in which it is made 
to appear, as when we behold a man in a mirror. 

To the first-named class is likened that knowl- 
edge of God by which He is seen through His 
essence; and knowledge such as this cannot 
accrue to any creature from its natural powers, 
as was said above (Q. xl, A. 4). The third 
class comprises the knowledge whereby we 
know God while we are on earth, by His like- 
ness reflected in creatures, according to Rom. 
1, 20: The invisible things of God are clearly 
seen, being understood by the things that are 
made. Hence, too, we are said to see God in a 
mirror. But the knowledge by which according 
to his natural powers the angel knows God, 
stands midway between these two, and is lik- 
ened to that knowledge by which a thing is seen 
through the species received from it. For since 
God’s image is impressed on the very nature of 
the angel by His essence, the angel knows God 
in sofar as he is the likeness of God. Yet he 
does not see God’s essence, because no created 
likeness is sufficient to represent the Divine 
essence. Such knowledge then approaches 
rather to the knowledge of reflection, because 
the angelic nature is itself a kind of mirror re- 
presenting the Divine likeness. 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius is speaking of the 
knowledge of comprehension, as his words ex- 
pressly state. In this way God is not known by 
any created intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since an angel’s intellect and 
essence are infinitely remote from God, it fol- 
lows that he cannot comprehend Him; nor can 
he see God’s essence through his own nature. 
Yet it does not follow on that account that he 
can have no knowledge of Him at all, because, 
as God is infinitely remote from the angel, so 
the knowledge which God has of Himself is in- 
finitely above the knowledge which an angel has 
of Him. 

Reply Obj. 3. The knowledge which an angel 
naturally has of God is midway between these 
two kinds of knowledge; nevertheless it ap- 
proaches mure to one of them, as was said 
above. 

QUESTION LVII 
OF THE ANGELS’ KNOWLEDGE OF 
MATERIAL THINGS 


(In Five Articles) 


WE next investigate the material things which 
are known by the angels. Under this heading 
there are five points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
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the angels btiow: the natures of material things? 
(2) Whether they know: singular ‘things? (3) 


Whether they know the future? (4) Whether 


they know secret thoughts? (5) Whether they 
know all mysteries of grace? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Know Material 
Things? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the angels do not know ma- 
terial things. 

Objection 1. For the thing understood is the 
perfection of him who understands it. But ma- 
terial things cannot be the perfections of angels, 
since they are beneath them. Therefore the an- 
gels do not know material things. 

Obj. 2. Further, intellectual vision is only of 
such things as exist within the soul by their es- 
sence, as is said in a gloss.' But material things 
cannot enter by their essence into man’s soul, 
nor into the angel’s mind. Therefore they cannot 
be known by intellectual vision, but only by im- 
aginary vision, whereby the likenesses of bodies 
are apprehended, and by sensible vision, which 
regards bodies in themselves. Now there is nei- 
ther imaginary nor sensible vision in the angels, 
but only intellectual. Therefore the angels can- 
not know material things. 

Obj. 3. Further, material things are not actu- 
ally intelligible, but are knowable by apprehen- 
sion of sense and of imagination, which does 
not exist in angels. Therefore angels donot know 
material things. 

On the contrary, Whatever the lower power 
can do, the higher can do likewise. But man’s 
intellect, which in the order of nature is inferior 
to the angel’s, can know material things. There- 
fore much more can the mind of an angel. 

T answer that, The established order of things 
is for higher beings to be more perfect than 
lower, and for whatever is contained deficiently, 
partially, and in manifold manner in the lower 
beings, to be contained in the higher eminently, 
and in a certain degree of fulness and simplicity. 
Therefore, in God, as in the highest source of 
things, all things pre-exist supersubstantially in 
respect of His simple Being itself, as Dionysius 
says (Div. Nom. i).2 But among other crea- 
tures the angels are nearest to God, and resem- 
ble Him most; hence they share more fully and 
more perfectly in the Divine goodness, as 
Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. iv).? Consequently, 


1 Glossa ordin., on II Cor. 12.2 (v1, 76A); Glossa Lom- 
bardi, on II Cor. 12.2 (PL 1092, 80); ef. Aug., De Gen. ad 
Lit., xu, 28 (PL 34, 478). 
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all material things. pre-exist in: the angels more 
simply and less materially.even than in them- 
selves, yet in 2 more manifold manner and less 
perfectly than in God. 

Now whatever exists in any thing, is con- 
tained in it after the manner of that thing. But 
the angels are intellectual beings of their own 
nature. Therefore, as God knows material things 
by His essence, so do the angels know them, 
through the fact that they are in the angels PY 
their intelligible species. 

Reply Obj. 1. The thing understood i is the 
perfection of the one who understands by. rea-. 
son of the intelligible species which he has in 
his intellect. And thus the intelligible species 
which are in the intellect of an angel are per- 
fections and acts in regard to that intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sense does not apprehend the 
essences of things, but only their outward acci- 
dents. In like manner neither does the imagina- 
tion, for it apprehends only the likenesses of 
bodies. The intellect alone apprehends the .es- 
sence of things. Hence it is said‘ that “the ob- 
ject of the intellect is what @ thing is,” regard- 
ing which it does not err, as neither does sense 
regarding its proper sensible object. So there- 
fore the essences of material things are in the 
intellect of man and angels as the thing under- 
stood is in him who understands, and not ac- 
cording to their real being. But some things are 
in an intellect or in the soul according to both 
ways of being; and in either case there is intel- 
lectual vision. 

Reply Obj. 3. If an angel were, to draw his 
knowledge of material things from the material 
things themselves, he would have to make them 
intelligible in act by abstracting them. But he 
does not derive his knowledge of them from the 
material things themselves. He has knowledge 
of material things by actually intelligible spe- 
cies of things, which species are connatural to 
him; just as our intellect has, by species which 
it makes intelligible by abstraction. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether an Angel Knows Singulars? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that angels do not know singulars. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says®: “The 
sense has for its object singulars, but reason, or 
the intcllect, universals.” Now, in the angels 
there is no power of knowing except the intel- 
lectual power, as i$ evident from what was said 
above (q. LIV, A. 5). Consequently they do not 
know singulars. 
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Obj. 2. Further, all knowledge comes about 
by some assimilation of the knower to the thing 
known. But it is not possible for any assimila- 
tion to exist between an angel and a singular 
thing, in so far as it is singular, because, as was 
observed above (Q. L, A. 2), an angel is im- 
material, while matter is the principle of singu- 
larity. Therefore the angel cannot know singu- 
lars, 

Obj. 3. Further, if an angel does know singu- 
lars, it is either by singular or by universal spe- 
cies. It is not by singular species, because in this 
way he would require to have an infinite number 
of species. Nor is it by universal species, since 
the universal is not the sufficient principle for 
knowing the singular as such, because singular 
things are not known in the universal except in 
potency. Therefore the angel does not know 
singulars. 

On the contrary, No one can guard what he 
does not know. But angels guard individual 
men, according to Ps. 90. 11: He hath given His 
angels charge over Thee. Consequently the an- 
gels know singulars. 

I answer that, Some have denied to the angels 
all knowledge of singulars.' In the first place this 
detracts from the Catholic faith, which asserts 
that these lower things are administered by an- 
gels, according to Heb 1.14: They are all min- 
istering spirits. Now, if they had no knowledge 
of singulars, they could exercise no provision 
over what is going on in this world, since acts 
belong to individuals; and this is against the 
text of Eccles. 5. 5 : Say not before the angel: 
There is no providence. Secondly, it is also con- 
trary to the teachings of philosophy,” according 
to which the angels are stated to be the movers 
of the heavenly spheres, and to move them ac- 
cording to intellect and will. 

Consequently others have said? that the angel 
possesses knowledge of singulars, but in their 
universal causes, to which all particular effects 
are reduced; as if the astronomer were to fore- 
tell a coming eclipse from the dispositions of the 
movements of the heavens. This opinion does 
not escape the previously mentioned difficulties 
because to know a singular merely in its uni- 
versal causes Is not to know it as singular, that 
is, as it exists here and now. The astronomer, 


1 Albert the Great, Zn Send., 11, d. 1, a. 16? 0 xxvut, 
04) attributes this doctrine to the Jewish philosophers; 
cf. Maimonides, Guide, pt. u, chap. 11 (FR 167); Isaac, 
Lib. de Def. (Muckle, AHIDDLM, 1937, pp. 312, 315); ef. 
St. Thomas, De Subst. Se paraiis, X1. 

Cf Maimonides, Guide, 1, 4 (FR 156); cf. also above, 
Q. Lil, A. 2. 
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knowing from computation of the heavenly 
movements that an eclipse is about to happen, 
knows it in the universal; yet he does not know it 
as taking place now, unless he apprehends it by 
the senses. But administration, providence and 
motion are of singulars as they are here and now 
existing. 

Therefore it must be said differently, that, as 
man by his various powers of knowledge knows 
all classes of things, apprehending universals 
and immaterial things by his intellect, and 
things singular and corporeal by the senses, so 
an angel knows both by his one intellectual 
power. For the order of things runs in this way, 
that the higher a thing is, so much the more is 
its power unified and far-reaching; thus in man 
himself it is manifest that the common sense 
which is higher than the proper sense, although 
it is but a single power, knows everything known 
by the five outward senses, and some other 
things which no outer sense knows; for example, 
the difference between white and sweet. The 
same is to be observed in other cases. Accord- 
ingly, since an angel is above man in the order 
of nature, it is unfitting to say that a man knows 
by any one of his powers something which an 
angel by his one power of knowledge, namely, 
the intellect, does not know. Hence Aristotle 
pronounces it ridiculous to say that a discord, 
which is known to us, should be unknown to 
God ‘ 

The manner in which an angel knows singular 
things can be considered from this, that, as 
things proceed from God in order that they may 
subsist in their own natures, so likewise they 
proceed in order that they may exist in the an- 
gelic mind. Now it is clear that there comes 
forth from God into things not only whatever 
belongs to their universal nature, but likewise 
all that goes to make up their principles of indi- 
viduation, since He is the cause of the entire sub- 
stance of the thing, as to both its matter and its 
form. And according as He causes, so does He 
know, for His knowledge is the cause of a thing, 
as was shown above (q. XIV, A. 8). Therefore as 
by His essence, by which He causes all things, 
God is the likeness of all things, and knows all 
things, not only as to their universal natures, 
but also as to their singularity, so through the 
species Implanted in them do the angels know 
things, not only as to their universal nature, but 
likewise in their singularity, in so far as they are 
the manifold representations of that one simple 
essence. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of 
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our intellect, which apprehends things only by 
a process of abstraction; and by such abstrac- 
tion from material conditions the thing ab- 
stracted becomes a universal, Such a manner of 
understanding is not in keeping with the nature 
of the angels, as was said above (Q. LV, A. 2, A. 3 
Ans. 1), and consequently there is no compari- 
son. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is not according to their na- 
ture that the angels are likened to material 
things, as one thing resembles another by agree- 
ment in genus, species, or accident, but as the 
higher bears resemblance to the lower, as the 
sun does to fire. Even in this way there is in God 
a resemblance of all things, as to both matter 
and form, in so far as there pre-exists in Him as 
in its cause whatever is to be found in things. 
For the same reason, the species in the angel’s 
intellect, which are likenesses drawn from the 
Divine essence, are the likenesses of things not 
only as to their form, but also as to their matter, 

Reply Ob). 3. Angels know singulars by uni- 
versal forms, which nevertheless are the like- 
nesses of things both as to their universal prin- 
ciples, and as to their individuating principles. 
The way in which many things can be known by 
the same species has been already stated above 
(Q. LV, A. 3 ANS. 3). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Angels Know the Future? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels know future events. 

Objection 1. For angels are mightier in knowl- 
edge than men. But some men know many fu- 
ture events. Therefore much more do the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, the present and the future are 
differences of time. But the angel’s intellect is 
above time because, as is said in De Causis,! an 
intelligence is equated with eternity, that is, 
with timeless duration (aevus). Therefore, to 
the angel's intellect, past and future are not dif- 
ferent, but he knows each indifferently. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angel does not know by 
species derived from things, but by innate uni- 
versal species. But universal species refer equal- 
ly to the past and the future. Therefore it ap- 
pears that the angels know indifferently things 
past, present, and future. 

Obj. 4. Further, as a thing is spoken of as 
distant by reason of time, so is it by reason of 
place. But angels know things which are distant 
according to place. Therefore they likewise 
know things distant according to future time. 

On the contrary, Whatever is the proper sign 
of the Divinity does not belong to the angels. 
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But to know future events is the exclusive sign 
of the Divinity, according to Isa. 41. 23: Show 
the things that are to come hereafter, and we 
shall know that ye are gods. Therefore the 
angels do not know future events. 

I answer that, The future can be known in 
two ways. First, it can be known in its cause. 
And thus, future events which proceed neces- 
sarily from their causes are known with sure 
knowledge, as that the sun will rise to-morrow. 
But events which proceed from their causes in 
the majority of cases, are not known for certain, 
but conjecturally; thus the doctor knows before- 
hand the health of the patient. This manner of 
knowing future events exists in the angels, and 
by so much the more than it does in us, as they 
understand the causes of things both more uni- 
versally and more perfectly; thus doctors who 
penetrate more deeply into the causes of an ail- 
ment can pronounce a surer verdict on the fu- 
ture issue thereof. But events which proceed 
from their causes in the minority of cases are 
quite unknown, such as casual and chance 
events. 

In another way future events are known in 
themselves. To know the future in this way 
belongs to God alone; and not merely to know 
those events which happen of necessity, or in 
the majority of cases, but even casual and 
chance events, for God sees all things in His 
eternity, which, being simple, is present to all 
time, and embraces all time. And therefore 
God’s one glance is cast over all things which 
happen in all time as present before Him, and 
He beholds all things as they are in themselves, 
as was said before when dealing with God’s 
knowledge (q. xIv, A. 13). But the intellect of 
an angel, and every created intellect, fall far 
short of God’s eternity; hence the future as it is 
in itself cannot be known by any created in- 
tellect. 

Reply Obj, 1. Men cannot know future things 
except in their causes, or by God’s revelation. 
The angels know the future in the same way, 
but much more acutely. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the angel’s intellect 
is above that time according to which corporeal 
movements are reckoned, yet there is a time in 
his intellect according to the succession of in- 
telligible concepts; of which Augustine says 
(Gen. ad lit, viii)? that “God moves the spirit- 
ual creature according to time.” And thus, since 
there is succession in the angel’s intellect, not 
all things that happen through all time are pres- 
ent to the angelic intellect. 
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‘Reply Obj. 3. Although the species in the i in- 
tellect of an angel, in so far as they are species, 
refer equally to things present, past, and fu- 
ture, nevertheless the present. past. and future 
do not bear the same relations to the species. 
Present things have a nature according to which 
they resemble the species in the mind of an 
angel, and so they can be known thereby. 
Things which are yet to come have not yet a 
nature whereby they are likened to such species; 
consequently, they cannot be known by those 
species. 

Reply Obj. 4. Things distant according to 
place are already existing in nature, and share 
in some species, whose likeness is in the angel; 
but this is not true of future things, as has been 
stated. Consequently there is no comparison. 


ARTICLE 4, Whether Angels Know Secret 
Thoughts? 

’ We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the angels know secret 
thoughts. 

Objection 1. For Gregory (Moral. xviii) ,! ex- 
plaining Job 28. 17: Gold or crystal cannot 
equal it, says that “then, namely in the bliss of 
those rising from the dead. one shall be as evi- 
dent to another as he is to himself, and when 
once the mind of each is seen, his conscience will 
at the same time be penetrated.” But those who 
rise shall be like the angels, as is stated (Matt. 
22. 30). Therefore an angel can see what is In 
another's conscience. 

Obj. 2. Further, intelligible species bear the 
same relation to the intellect as shapes do to 
bodies. But when the body is seen its shape 
is seen. Therefore, when an intellectual sub- 
stance is seen, the intelligible species within it 
is also seen. Consequently, when one angel be- 
holds another, or even a soul, it seems that he 
can see the thoughts of both. 

Obj. 3. Further, the ideas in our intellect re- 
semble the angel more than do the images in our 
imagination, because the former are actually 
understood, while the latter are understood 
only potentially. But the images in our imagina- 
tion can be known by an angel as corporeal 
things are known, because the imagination is a 
corporeal power. Therefore it seems that an 
angel can know the thoughts of the intellect. 

On the contrary, What is proper to God docs 
not belong to angels. But it is proper to God to 
read the secrets of hearts, according to Jer. 17. 
9: The heart is perverse above all things, and 
unscarchable; who can know it? I am the Lord, 
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Who search the heart. Therefore angels do not 
know the secrets of hearts. | 

I answer that, A secret thought can be known 
in two ways: first, in its effect. In this way it 
can be known not only by an angel, but also by 
man; and with so much the greater subtlety 
according as the efféct is the more hidden. For 
thought is sometimes discovered not merely by 
outward act, but also by change of counte- 
nance; and doctors can tell some affections of 
the soul by the mere pulse. Much more then can 
angels, or even demons, the more deeply they 
penetrate these hidden bodily modifications, 
Hence Augustine says (De divin. demon.)? that 
demons “sometimes with the greatest facility 
learn man’s dispositions, not only when ex- 
pressed by speech, but even when conceived in 
thought, when the soul expresses them by cer- 
tain signs in the body”; although (Retract. ii, 
30)° he says it cannot be asserted how this is 
done. 

In another way thoughts can be known as 
they are in the mind, and affections as they are 
in the will, and in this way God alone can 
know the thoughts of hearts and affections of 
wills. The reason of this is that the will of the 
rational creature is subject to God only, and 
He alone can work in it Who is its principal ob- 
ject and last end; this will be developed later 
(Q.CV.A 5; Q. CVI. A. 23 I-II, Q. IX, A. 6). Conse- 
quently all that is in the will, and all things that 
depend only on the will, are known to God alone. 
Now it is evident that it depends entirely on the 
will for anyone actually to consider anything, 
because a man who has a habit of knowledge, or 
who has intelligible species within him, uses 
them at will. Hence the Apostle says (I Cor. 2. 
11): For what man knoweth the things of a 
man, but the spirit of a man that is in him? 

Reply Obj. 1. In the present life one man’s 
thought is not known by another owing to a 
twofold hindrance; namely, on account of the 
weight of the body, and because the will shuts 
up its secrets. The first obstacle will be re- 
moved at the Resurrection, and does not exist 
at all in tle angels, while the second will remain, 
and is in the angels now. Nevertheless the 
brightness of the body will show forth the qual- 
ity of the mind, as to its amount of grace and of 
glory. In this way one will be able to see the 
mind of another. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although one angel sees the 
intelligible species of another by the fact that 
the species are proportioned to the rank of 
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these substances according to greater or lesser 
universality, yet it does not follow that’ one 
knows how fa another makes use of them by 
actual consideration. 

Reply Obj. 3. The appetite of the brute does 
not control its act, but follows the impression 
of some other corporeal or spiritual cause. 
Since, therefore, the angels know corporeal 
things and their dispositions, they can thereby 
know what is passing in the appetite or in the 
imaginative apprehension of the brute beasts, 
and even of man, in so far as the sensitive ap- 
petite sometimes acts following some bodily im- 
pression, as always happens in brutes. Yet the 
angels do not necessarily know the movements 
of the sensitive appetite and the imaginative 
apprehension of man in so far as these are 
moved by the will and reason, because even 
“the lower part of the soul has some share of 
reason, as obeying its ruler,” as is said in the 
Ethics! But it does not follow that if the angel 
knows what is passing through man’s sensitive 
appetite or imagination, he knows what is in 
the thought or will, because the intellect or 
will is not subject to the sensilive appetite or 
the imagination, but can make various uses of 
them. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Angels Know the Mys- 
teries of Grace? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the angels know mysteries of 
grace. 

Objection 1. For, the mystery of the Incarna- 
tion is the most excellent of all mysteries. But 
the angels knew of it from the beginning; for 
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. v, 19)? says: “This mys- 
tery was hidden in God through the ages, yet so 
that it was known to the princes and powers in 
heavenly places.” And the Apostle says (1 Tim. 
3. 16): That great mystery of godliness ap- 
peared unto angels. (Vulg., Great is the mystery 
of godliness, which ... appeared unto angels.) 
Therefore the angels know the mysteries of 
grace. 

Obj. 2. Further, the reasons of all mysteries 
of grace are contained in the Divine wisdom. 
But the angels behold God’s wisdom, which is 
His essence. Therefore they know the mysteries 
of grace. 

Obj. 3. Further, the prophets are enlightened 
by the angels, as is clear from Dionysius (Cael. 
Hier. iv).3 But the prophets knew mysteries of 
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grace; for it is said (Amos %. 0): For.the Lord. 


God doth nothing without revealing His secret 


to His servants the prophets. Therefore angels 
know the mysteries of grace. 

On the contrary, No one learns what he 
knows already. Yet even the highest angels 
seek out and learn mysteries of grace. For it is 
stated (Cel. Hier, vii)‘ that Sacred Scripture 
describes “some heavenly essences as question- 
ing Jesus, and learning from Him the knowl- 
edge of His Divine work for us; and Jesus as 
teaching them directly,” as is evident in Isa. 
63. 1, where, on the angels asking, Who iy he 
who cometh up from Edom? Jesus answered, 
It is 1, Who speak justice. Therefore the angels 
do not know mysteries of grace. 

I answer that, There is a twofold knowledge 
in the angel. The first is his natural knowledge, 
according to which he knows things both by his 
essence, and by innate species. By such know]- 
edge the angels cannot know mysteries of 
grace. For these mysteries depend wpon the 
pure will of God; but if an angel cannot learn 
the thoughts of another angel, which depend 
upon the will of such angel, much less can he 
ascertain what depends entirely upon God’s 
will, The Apostle reasons in this fashion (I 
Cor. 2. 11): No one knoweth the things of a 
man, but the spirit of a man that ts in him. 
So, the things also that are of God no man 
knoweth but the Spirit of God. 

There is another knowledge of the angels, 
which renders them happy; it is the knowledge 
whereby they see the Word, and things in the 
Word. By such vision they know mysteries of 
grace, but not all mysteries; nor do they all 
know them equally, but just as God wills them 
to learn by revelation, as the Apostle says (I 
Cor. 2. 10): But to us God hath revealed them 
through His Spirit ; yet so that the higher an- 
gels beholding the Divine wisdom more clearly, 
learn more and deeper mysteries in the vision 
of God, which mysteries they communicate to 
the lower angels by enlightening them. Some of 
these mysteries they knew from the very be- 
ginning of their creation; others they are taught 
afterwards, as befits their ministrations. 

Reply Obj, 1. One can speak in two ways of 
the mystery of the Incarnation. First of all, in 
general; and in this way it was revealed to all 
from the commencement of their happiness. 
The reason of this is, that this is a kind of 
general principle to which all their duties are 
ordered. For all are (Vulg., Are they not at) 
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goo 
ministering spirits, sent to minister for them 
who shall receive the inheritance of salvation 
(Heb. 1. 14); and this is brought about by the 
mystery of the Incarnation. Hence it was neces- 
sary for all of them to be instructed in this 
mystery from the very beginning. We can 
speak of the mystery of the Incarnation in an- 
other way, as to its special conditions. Thus 
not all the angels were instructed on all points 
from the beginning; even the higher angels 
learned these afterwards, as appears from the 
passage of Dionysius already quoted. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the angels in bliss 
behold the Divine wisdom, yet they do not com- 
prehend it. So it is not necessary for them to 
know everything hidden in it. 

Reply Obj. 3. Whatever the prophets knew 
by revelation of the mysteries of grace was re- 
vealed in a more excellent way to the angels. 
And although God revealed in general to the 
prophets what He was one day to do regarding 
the salvation of the human race, still the apos- 
tles knew some particulars of the same, which 
the prophets did not know. Thus we read 
(Eph, 3. 4, 5): As you reading, may understand 
my knowledge in the mystery of Christ, which 
in other generations was not known to the sons 
of men, as it is now revealed to His holv apos- 
tles. Among the prophets also. the later ones 
knew what the former did not know; according 
to Ps, 118. 100: J have had understanding 
above ancients, and Gregory says: “The knowl- 
edge of Divine things increased as time went 
on” (Homil, iv, in Ezech.).' 


QUESTION LVIII 


OF THE MODE OF THE ANGELIC 
KNOWLEDGE 


([n Seven Articles) 


AFTER the foregoing we have now to treat of 
the mode of the angelic knowledge, concerning 
which there are seven points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether the angel’s intellect be sometimes in 
potency, and sometimes in act? (2) Whether 
the angel can understand many things at the 
same time? (3) Whether the angel's knowledge 
is discursive? (4) Whether he understands by 
composing and dividing? (5) Wheth-r there 
can be falsity in the angel’s intellect? (6) 
Whether his knowledge can be styled as morn- 
ing and evening? (7) Whether the morning and 
evening knowledge are the same, or do they 
differ? 
1 PL 76, 980. 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angel’s Intellect Is 
Sometimes in Potency, and Sometimes in Act? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the angel’s intellect is some- 
times in potency and sometimes in act. 

Objection 1. “For motion is the act of what 
is in potency,” as stated in the Physics.2 But 
the angels’ minds are moved by understanding, 
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). Therefore 
the angelic minds are sometimes in potency. 

Obj. 2. Further, since desire is of a thing not 
possessed but possible to have, whoever de- 
sires to know anything is in potency to it. But 
it is said (I Pet. 1. 12): On Whom the angels 
destre to look. Therefore the angel’s intellect is 
sometimes in potency. 

Obj. 3. Further, in the book De Causis‘ it is 
stated that “an intelligence understands accord- 
ing to the mode of its substance.” But the an- 
gel’s intelligence has some admixture of po- 
tency. Therefore it sometimes understands in 
potency. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad 
lit. ii) :5 “Since the angels were created in the 
eternity of the Word, they enjoy holy and de- 
vout contemplation.” Now a contemplating in- 
tellect Is not in potency, but in act. Therefore 
the intellect of an angel is not in potency. 

I answer that, As the Philosopher states,® 
the intellect is in potency in two ways: First, 
“as before learning or discovering,” that is, 
before it has the habit of knowledge; secondly, 
as “when it possesses the habit of knowledge, 
but does not actually consider.” In the first 
way an angel's intellect is never in potency with 
regard to the things to which his natural knowl- 
edge extends. For, as the higher, namely, the 
heavenly, bodies have no potency to being 
which is not fully actualized, in the same way 
the heavenly intellects, the angels, have no in- 
telligible potency which is not fully completed 
by connatural intelligible species. But with re- 
gard to things divinely revealed to them, there 
is nothing to hinder them from being in po- 
tency, because even the heavenly bodies are at 
times in potency to being enlightened by the 
sun. : 

In the second way an angel’s intellect can be 
in potency with regard to things learnt by nat- 
ural knowledge, for he is not always actually 
considering everything that he knows by nat- 
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ural knowledge. But as to the knowledge of the 
Word, and of the things he sees in the Word, he 
ig never in this way in potency, because he is 
always actually beholding the Word, and the 
things he sees in the Word. For the bliss of the 
angels consists in such vision, and “‘beatitude 
does not consist in habit, but in act,” as the 
Philosopher says.! 

Reply Obj. 1. Motion is taken there not as 
the act of something imperfect, that is, of 
something existing in potency, but as the act of 
something perfect, that is, of one actually ex- 
isting. In this way understanding and feeling 
are termed motion, as stated in the book on the 
Soul? 

Reply Obj. 2. Such desire on the part of the 
angels does not exclude the thing desired, but 
weariness of it. Or they are said to desire the 
vision of God with regard to fresh revelations, 
which they receive from God to fit them for 
the tasks which they have to perform. 

Reply Obj. 3. In the angel’s substance there 
is no potency divested of act. In the same way, 
the angel's intellect is never so in potency as 
to be without act. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether an Angel Can Understand 
Many Things at the Same Time? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that an angel cannot understand 
many things at the same time. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says® that 
“jt may happen that we know many things, but 
understand only one.” 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing is understood un- 
less the intellect be informed by an intelligible 
species, just as the body is formed by shape. 
But one body cannot be formed by many 
shapes. Therefore neither can one intellect 
simultaneously understand various intelligible 
things. 

Obj. 3. Further, to understand is a kind of 
movement. But no movement terminates in 
various terms, Therefore many things cannot be 
understood at the same time. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad 
lit. iv, 32) :‘ “The spiritual power of the angelic 
mind comprehends most easily at the same time 
all things that it wills.” 

I answer that, As unity of term is requisite 
for unity of movement, so is unity of object 
required for unity of operation. Now it happens 
that several things may be taken as several or 
as one, like the parts of a continuous whole. 
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For if each of the parts be considered in itself, 
they are many; consequently neither by sense 
nor by intellect are they grasped by one opera- 
tion, nor all at once. In another way they are 
taken according as they are one in the whole; 
and so they are known both by sense and intel- 
lect all at once and by one operation, as long 
as the entire continuous whole is considered, as 
is stated in the book on the Sowl.5 In this way 
our intellect understands at the same time both 
the subject and the predicate, as forming parts 
of one proposition; and also two things com- 
pared together, according as they agree in one 
point of comparison. From this it is evident 
that many things, in so far as they are distinct, 
cannot be understood at the same time; but in 
so far as they are joined under one intelligible 
aspect, they can be understood together. Now 
everything is actually intelligible according 
as its likeness is in the intellect. All things, 
then, which can be known by one intelligible 
species, are known as one intelligible thing, 
and therefore are understood simultaneous- 
ly. But things known by various intelligible 
species are apprehended as different intelligi- 
ble things. 

Consequently, by such knowledge as the an- 
gels have of things through the Word, they 
know all] things under one intelligible species, 
which is the Divine essence. Therefore, as re- 
gards such knowledge, they know all things at 
once; just as in heaven ‘‘our thoughts will not 
be fleeting, going and returning from one thing 
to another, but we shall survey all our knowl- 
edge at the same time by one glance,” as Augus- 
tine says (De Trin. xv, 16).° But by that knowl- 
edge with which the angels know things by in- 
nate species they can at the one time know all 
things which are known under one species, but 
not such as are under various species. 

Reply Obj. 1. To understand many things 
as one, 1s, so to speak, to understand one thing. 

Reply Obj. 2. The intellect is informed by the 
intelligible species which it has within it. So it 
can behold at the same time many intelligible 
things under one species; as one body can by 
one shape be likened to many bodies. 

To the third objection the answer is the same 
as to the first. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether an Angel’s Knowledge 
Is Discursive? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the knowledge of an angel is 
discursive. 
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Objection 1, For the discursive movement of 
the mind comes from one thing being known 
through another. But the angels know one thing 
through another, for they know creatures 
through the Word. Therefore the intellect of 
an angel knows by discursive method. 

Obj. 2, Further, whatever a lower power can 
do, the higher can do. But the human intel- 
lect can syllogize, and know causes in effects, 
all. of which is discursive. Therefore the in- 
tellect of the angel, which is higher in the 
order of nature, can with greater reason do 
this. 

Obj. 3. Further, Isidore says! that demons 
learn many things by experience. But experi- 
mental knowledge is discursive, for, ‘one ex- 
perience comes of many remembrances, and 
one universal from many experiences,’’ as 
Aristotle observes.* Therefore an angel’s knowl- 
edge is discursive. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div, Nom. 
vii)’ that the “angels do not acquire Divine 
knowledge from separate discourses, nor are 
they led to something particular from some- 
thing common.” 

I answer thai, As has often been stated (a. 
1; 0. L, A. 3; Q. LV, A. 2), the angels hold that 
grade among spiritual substances which the 
heavenly bodics hold among corporeal sub- 
stances, for Dionysius calls them “heavenly 
minds” (loc. cit.).4 Now, the difference between 
heavenly and earthly bodies is this, that earthly 
bodies obtain their ultimate perfection by 
change and motion, while the heavenly bodies 
have their ultimate perfection at once from 
their very nature. So, likewise, the lower, name- 
ly, the human, intellects obtain their perfec- 
tion in the knowledge of truth by a kind of 
movement and discursive intellectual opera- 
tion: that is to say, as they advance from 
one known thing to another. But, if from the 
knowledge of a known principle they were 
straightway to perceive as known all its 
consequent conclusions, then discourse would 
have no place in them. Such is the condition 
of the angels, because in those things which 
they first know naturally, they at once be- 
hold all things whatsoever that can be known 
in them. 

Therefore they are called intellectual beings, 
because even with ourselves the things which 
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are instantly naturally apprehended are: said to 
be understood (intellig?); hence intellect is dé- 
fined as the habit of first principles. But human 
souls which acquire knowledge of truth by the 
discursive method are called rational; and 
this comes of the feebleness of their intellec- 
tual light. For if they possessed the fulness 
of intellectual light, like the angels, then in 
the first aspect of principles they would at 
once comprehend their whole range, by per- 
ceiving whatever could be reasoned out from 
them. 

Reply Obj. 1. Discursion expresses move- 
ment of a kind. Now all movement is from 
something before to something after. Hence 
discursive knowledge comes about according as 
from something previously known one attains 
to the knowledge of what is afterwards known, 
and which was previously unknown. But if in 
the thing perceived something else be seen at 
the same time, as a thing and its image are seen 
simultaneously in a mirror, it is not discursive 
knowledge. And in this way the angels know 
things in the Word. 

Reply Obj. 2. The angels can syllogize, in the 
sense of knowing a syllogism, and they sce ef- 
fects in causes, and causes in effects; yet they 
do not acquire knowledge of an unknown truth 
in this way, by syllogizing from causes to effect, 
or from effect to cause. 

Reply Obj. 3. Experience is afirmed of an- 
gels and demons simply by way of likeness, 
since they know sensible things which are pres- 
ent, yet without any discursion. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Angels Understand 
by Composing and Dividing? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: Tt 
would seem that the angels understand by com- 
posing and dividing. 

Objection 1. For where there is multiplicity 
of things understood, there is :yvmposition of 
the same as is said in the book on the Soul.® 
But there is a multitude of things understood 
in the angelic intellect, because angels appre- 
hend diffe~ent things by various species, and 
not all at one time. Therefore there is compo- 
sition-and division in the angel’s intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, negation is more distant from 
affirmation than any two opposite natures are, 
because the first of distinctions is that of affr- 
mation and negation. But the angel knows cer- 
tain distant natures not by one, but by diverse 
species, as is evident from what was said (A. 2). 
Therefore he must know affirmation and nega- 
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understands by composing. and dividing, 


Obj, 3. Further, speech is a sign of the intel- 


lect. But in speaking to men, angels use affirma: 
tive and negative expressions, which are signs 
of composition and of division in the intellect, 


as is manifest from many passages of Sacred. 


Scripture. Therefore it seems that the angel un- 
derstands by composing and dividing. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii)! that “the intellectual power of the angel 
shines forth with the clear simplicity of divine 
concepts.” But a simple intelligence is without 
composition and division as it is stated in the 
book on the Sow.? Therefore the angel under- 
stands without composition or division. 

I answer that, As in the intellect, when rea- 
soning, the conclusion is compared with the 
principle, so in the intellect composing and di- 
viding, the predicate is compared with the sub- 
ject. For if our intellect were to see at once the 
force of the conclusion in the principle, it would 
never understand by discursion and reasoning. 
In like manner, if the intellect in apprehending 
the quiddity of the subject were at once to have 
knowledge of all that can be attributed to, or 
removed from, the subject, it would never un- 
derstand by composing and dividing, but only 
by understanding the essence. Thus it is evident 
that for the self-same reason our intellect under- 
stands by discursion, and by composing and di- 
viding, namely, that in the first apprehension of 
anything newly apprehended it does not at once 
grasp all that is virtually contained in it. And 
this comes from the weakness of the intellectual 
light within us, as has been said (A. 3). Hence, 
since the intellectual light is perfect in the angel, 
for he is “a pure and most clear mirror,” 
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),’ it follows 
that as the angel does not understand by rea- 
soning, so neither does he by composing and 
dividing. 

Nevertheless, he understands the composition 
and the division of enunciations, just as he ap- 
prehends the reasoning of syllogisms, for he un- 
derstands simply such things as are composite, 
things movable immovably, and material things 
immaterially. 

Reply Obj, 1. Not every multitude of things 
understood causes composition, but a multitude 
of such things understood that one of them is 
attributed to, or denied of, another. When an 
angel apprehends the quiddity of anything, he 
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at ‘the ‘same:time understands whatever .can. be: 
either attributed to it, or denied of:it. Hence, in 
apprehending an essence, he by one simple per- 
ception grasps all that we can learn by compos- | 
ing and dividing. 

Reply Obj. 2. The various quiddities of things 
differ less as to their mode of existing than do 
affirmation and negation. Yet, as to the way in 
which they are known, affirmation and negation 
have something more in common, because di- 
rectly the truth of an affirmation is known, the 
falsehood of the opposite negation is known 
also. 

Reply Obj. 3. The fact that angels use affirma- 
tive and negative forms of speech shows that 
they know both composition and division, yet 
not that they know by composing and dividing, : 
but by knowing absolutely the essence of a 
thing. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether There Can Be Falsity in the 
Intellect of an Angel? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that there can be falsity in the an- 
gel’s intellect. 

Objection 1. For perversity appertains : to 
falsehood. But, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom, 
iv),4 there is “‘a perverted fancy” in the de- 
mons. Therefore it seems that there can be fal- 
sity in the intellect of the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, nescience is the cause of esti- 
mating falsely. But, as Dionysius says (£cel. 
Hier. vi),* there can be nescience in the angels. 
Therefore it seems there can be falsehood in 
them. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything which falls short 
of the truth of wisdom, and which has a de- 
praved reason, has falsity or error in its in- 
tellect. But Dionysius (Div. Nom. vii)® af- 
firms this of the demons. Therefore it seems 
that there can be error in the intellect of the 
angels. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says’ that 
“the intellect is always true.” Augustine like- 
wise sayS (QQ. LXXXIII, qu 32)* that “nothing 
is understood except truth.” But angels do not 
know anything except by understanding. There- 
fore there can be neither deception nor falsity 
in the angel’s knowledge. 

I answer that, The truth of this question .de- 
pends partly upon what has gone before. For it 
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has been said (A, 4) that an angel understands 
not by composing and dividing, but by under- 
standing essence. ‘Now the intellect is always 
true as regards essence,” just as the sense re- 
garding its proper object, as is said in the book 
on the Soul.’ But in us deception and falsehood 
creep in by accident when we understand the es- 
sence of a thing by some kind of composition, 
and this happens either when we take the defini- 
tion of one thing for another, or when the parts 
of a definition do not hang together, as if we 
were to accept as the definition of some crea- 
ture, ‘‘a four-footed flying beast,” for there is no 
such animal. And this comes about in things 
composite, the definition of which is drawn from 
diverse elements, one of which is as matter to 
the other. But “there is no falsity in the un- 
derstanding of simple quiddities,” as is stated 
in the Metaphysics ;* for either they are not 
grasped at all, and so we understand noth- 
ing respecting them, or else they are known as 
they are. 

So therefore, no falsity, error, or deception 
can exist per se in the mind of any angel; yet it 
does so happen accidentally, but differently 
from the way it befalls us. For we sometimes get 
at the quiddity of a thing by a composing and 
dividing process, as when, by division and dem- 
onstration, we seek out the truth of a definition. 
Such is not what takes place in the angels, but 
through the essence of a thing they know every- 
thing that can be said regarding it. Now it is 
quite evident that the quiddity of a thing can be 
a principle of knowledge with regard to every- 
thing belonging to such thing, or excluded from 
it, but not of what may be dependent on God’s 
supernatural ordinance. Consequently, owing to 
their upright will, from their knowledge of the 
quiddity of the thing the good angels form no 
judgments of those things which pertain to the 
thing supernaturally save under the Divine or- 
dinance; hence there can be no error or falsity 
in them. But since the intellects of demons are led 
away from the Divine wisdom by a perverse will, 
they at times judge of things simply according to 
the natural conditions of the same. Nor are they 
ever deceived as to what pertains naturally to a 
thing, but they can be misled with regard to 
supernatural mattet:; for example, on seeing a 
dead man, they may suppose that he wil! not rise 
again, or, on seeing the man Christ, they may 
judge Him not to be God. 

From all this the answers to the objections on 
both sides of the question are evident. For the 
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perversity of the demons comes of their not be- 
ing subject to the Divine wisdom; while nesci- 
ence is not in the angels as regards things nat- 
urally knowable, but supernaturally knowable. 
It is, furthermore, evident that their under- 
standing of essence is always true, save acci- 
dentally, according as it is, in an undue manner, 
referred to some composition or division. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether There Is a “Morning” and 
an “Evening” Knowledge in the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It would 
seem that there is neither an evening nor a 
morning knowledge in the angels. 

Objection 1. For evening and morning have 
an admixture of darkness. But there is no dark- 
ness in the knowledge of an angel, since there is 
no error nor falsity. Therefore the angelic 
knowledge ought not to be termed morning and 
evening knowledge. 

Obj. 2. Further, between evening and morn- 
ing the night intervenes, while noonday falls be- 
tween morning and evening. Consequently, if 
there be a morning and an evening knowledge in 
the angels, for the same reason it appears that 
there ought to be a noonday and a night knowl- 
edge. 

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge is diversified ac- 
cording to the difference of the things known: 
hence the Philosopher says,’ “The sciences are 
divided just as things are.” But there is a three- 
fold being of things: namely, in the Word; in 
their own natures; and in the angelic knowledge, 
as Augustine observes (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8).4 If, 
therefore, a morning and an evening knowledge 
be admitted in the angels because of the being of 
things in the Word, and in their own nature, 
then there ought to be admitted a third class of 
knowledge, on account of the being of things in 
the angelic mind. 

On the contrary, Augustine’ divides the 
knowledge of the angels into morning and eve- 
ning knowledge. 

I answer that, The expression “morning” and 
“evening” knowledge was devised by Augustine, 
who interprets the six days wherein God made 
all things® not as ordinary days measured by the 
solar circuit, since the sun was only made on the 
fourth day, but as one day, namely, the day of 
angelic knowledge as directed to six classes of 
things. As in the ordinary day, morning is the 
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beginning, and evening the close of day, so, their 
knowledge of the primordia] being of things is 
called morning knowledge; and this is according 
as things are in the Word. But their know)l- 
edge of the very being of the thing created, 
as it stands in its own nature, is termed eve- 
ning knowledge, because the being of things 
flows from the Word, as from a kind of pri- 
mordial principle, and this flow is terminated 
in the being which they have in their own 
nature. 

Reply 067. 1, Evening and morning in the an- 
gelic knowledge are not taken as compared to 
the admixture of darkness, but as compared to 
beginning and end. Or else it can be said, as Au- 
gustine puts it (Gen. ad lit. iv, 23)! that there 
is nothing to prevent us from calling something 
light in comparison with one thing and darkness 
with respect to another. In the same way the life 
of the faithful and the just is called light in com- 
parison with the wicked, according to Eph. 5. 8: 
You were heretofore darkness ; but now, light in 
the Lord; yet this very life of the faithful, when 
set in contrast to the life of glory, is termed 
darkness, according to II Pet. 1. 19: You have 
the firm prophetic word, whereunto you do well 
to attend, as to a light that shineth in a dark 
place. So the angel's knowledge by which 
he knows things in their own nature is day 
in comparison with ignorance or error; yet 
it is dark in comparison with the vision of the 
Word. 

Reply Obj, 2. The morning and cvening 
knowledge belong to the day, that is, to the en- 
lightened angels, who are set apart from the 
darkness, that is, from the evil spirits. The good 
angels, while knowing the creature, do not ad- 
here to it, for that would be to turn to darkness 
and to night, but they refer this back to the 
praise of God, in Whom, as in their principle, 
they know all things. Consequently after eve- 
ning there is no night, but morning, so that 
morning is the end of the preceding day, and 
the beginning of the following, in so far as the 
angels refer to God’s praise their knowledge of 
the preceding work. Noonday is comprised un- 
der the name of day as the middle between the 
two extremes. Or else the noon can be referred 
to their knowledge of God Himself, Who has 
neither beginning nor end. 

Reply Obj. 3. The angels themselves are also 
creatures. Accordingly the being of things in the 
angelic knowledge is comprised under evening 
knowledge, as also the being of things in their 
own nature. 
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Articie 7. Whether the Morning and Evening 
Knowledge Are One? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the morning and the evening 
knowledge are one. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Gen. 1. 5): There 
was evening and morning, one day. But by the 
expression day the knowledge of the angels is to 
be understood, as Augustine says.2 Therefore 
the morning and the evening knowledge of the 
angels are one and the same. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is impossible for one power 
to have two operations at the same time. But the 
angels are always actually knowing by their 
morning knowledge, because they are always be- 
holding God and things in God, according to 
Matt. 18. ro. Therefore, if the evening knowl- 
edge were different from the morning, the angel 
could never exercise his evening knowledge. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13. 
10): When that which is perfect is come, then 
that which is in part shall be done away. But, if 
the evening knowledge be different from the 
morning, it is compared to it as the less perfect 
to the perfect. Therefore the evening knowledge 
cannot exist together with the morning knowl- 
edge. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
iv, 23):8 “There is a vast difference between 
knowing anything as it is in the Word of God, 
and as it is in its own nature; so that the former 
belongs to the day, and the latter to the eve- 
ning.” 

1 answer that, As was observed (A. 6), the 
evening knowledge is that by which the angels 
know things in their proper nature. This cannot 
be understood as if they drew their knowledge 
from the proper’ nature of things, so that the 
preposition “in” denotes the relation to a prin- 
ciple; because, as has been already stated (a. 
Lv, A. 2), the angels do not draw their knowl- 
edge from things. It follows, then, that when we 
say ‘in their proper nature” we refer to the as- 
pect of the thing known in so far as it falls under 
knowledge; that is to say, that the evening 
knowledge is in the angels in so far as they know 
the being of things which those things have in 
their own nature. 

Now they know this through a twofold me- 
dium, namely, by innate species, and by the 
ideas of things existing in the Word. For by see- 
ing the Word, they know not merely the being 
which things have in the Word, but the being as 
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possessed by the things in their own nature; as 
_ God by contemplating Himself sees that being 
which things have in their own nature. If, there- 
fore, it be called evening knowledge in so far as 
_when the angels behold the Word they know the 
being which things have in their proper nature, 
then the morning and the evening knowledge are 
essentially one and the same, and only differ as 
to the things known. If it be called evening 
knowledge in so far as through innate forms 
they know the being which things have in their 
own natures, then the morning and the evening 
knowledge differ. Thus Augustine seems to un- 
derstand it when he assigns one as inferior to the 
other (loc. cit.). 

Reply Obj, 1. The six days, as Augustine un- 
derstands them, are taken as the six classes of 
things known by the angels, so that the day’s 
unity is taken according to the unity of the thing 
understood; which, nevertheless, can be appre- 
hended by various ways of knowing it. 

Reply Obj, 2. There can be two operations of 
the same power at the one time, one of which is 
referred to the other; as is evident when the will 
at the same time wills the end and the means to 
the end, and the intellect at the same instant 
understands principles and conclusions through 
those principles, when it has already acquired 
knowledge. As Augustine says, (loc. cit.) the 
evening knowledge is referred to the morning 
knowledge in the angels. Hence there is nothing 
to hinder both from being at the same time in 
the angels. 

Reply Obj. 3. On the coming of what is per- 
fect, the opposite imperfect is done away; just 
as faith, which is of the things that are not seen, 
is made void when vision succeeds. But the im- 
perfection of the evening knowledge is not op- 
posed to the perfection of the morning knowl- 
edge. For that a thing be known in itself is not 
opposite to its being known in its cause. Nor, 
again, is there anything contrary in knowing a 
thing through two mediums, one of which is 
more perfect and the other less perfect, just as 
we can have a demonstrative and a probable me- 
dium for reaching the same conclusion. In like 
manner the same thing can be known by the an- 
gel] through the uncreated Word and through an 
innate species. 


QUESTION LIX 
THE WILL OF THE ANGELS 
(In Four Articles) 


In the next place we must treat of things con- 
cerning the will of the angels. In the first place 
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we ‘shall treat of the will itself; secondly, of its 
movement, which is love (9. 1x). Under the 
first heading there are four points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether there is will in the angels? (2) 
Whether the will of the angel is his nature, or 
his intellect? (3) Is there free choice in the an- 
gels (4) Is there an irascible and a concupisci- 
ble appetite in them? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Will in 
the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that there is no will in the an- 
gels. 

Objection 1. For as the Philosopher says,! 
“The will is in the reason.” But there is no rea- 
son in the angels, but something higher than 
reason. Therefore there is no will in the angels, 
but something higher than the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, the will is comprised under 
the appetite, as is evident from the Philoso- 
pher.’ But, appetite argues something imperfect, 
because it is a desire of something not as 
yet possessed. Therefore, since there is no im- 
perfection in the angels, especially in the 
blessed ones, it seems that there is no will in 
them. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says* that 
the will is a mover which is moved, for it is 
moved by the desirable thing understood. Nuw 
the angels are immovable, since they are in- 
corporeal. Therefore there is no will in the 
angels. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
x, 12)* that the image of the Trinity is found 
in the mind according to memory, understand- 
ing, and will. But God’s image is found not only 
in the,mind of man, but also in the angelic 
mind, since it also is capable of knowing God. 
Therefore there is will in the angels. 

I answer that, We must necessarily place a 
will in the angels. In evidence ci‘ this it must be 
borne in mind that since all things flow from 
the Divine will, all things in their own way are 
inclined by appetite towards good, but in dif- 
ferent ways. Some are inclined to good by their 
natural inclination, without knowledge, as 
plants and inanimate bodies. Such inclination 
towards good is called a natural appetite. Oth- 
ers, again, are inclined towards good, but with 
some knowledge; not that they know the aspect 
of goodness, but that they know some particu- 
lar good; as the sense, which knows the sweet, 
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the white, dnd. $0 on. The inclination which fol- 
lows this knowledge is called: a: ‘sensitive ap- 
pétite, Other ‘things, again; have an inclination 
towards ‘good, but with & knowledge whereby 
they know the aspect of good itself; this is 
proper to the intellect. This is most perfectly 
inclined towards good; not, indeed, as if it were 
merely guided by another towards good, like 
things devoid of knowledge, nor towards some 
particular good only, as things which have only 
sensitive knowledge, but as inclined towards 
good universal in itself. Such inclination is 
termed will. Accordingly, since the angels by 
their intellect know the universal aspect of 
good itself, it is manifest that there is a will in 
them. 

Reply Obj. 1. Reason transcends sense in a 
different way from that in which intellect sur- 
passes reason. Reason surpasses sense according 
to the diversity of the things known, for sense 
is of particulars, while reason is of universals. 
Therefore there must be one appetite tending 
towards the universal good, which appetite be- 
longs to reason, and another with a tendency 
towards particular good, which appetite belongs 
to sense. But intellect and reason differ as to 
their manner of knowing, because the intellect 
knows by simple intuition, while reason knows 
by a process of discursion from one thing to an- 
other. Nevertheless by such discursion reason 
comes to know what intellect learns without 
it, namely, the universal. Consequently the ob- 
ject presented to the appetitive power on the 
part of reason and on the part of intellect is 
the same. Therefore in the angels, who are only 
intellectual, there is no appetite higher than 
the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the name of the ap- 
petitive part is derived from seeking things not 
yet possessed, yet the appetitive part reaches 
out not to these things only, but also to many 
other things; thus the name of a stone (lapts) 
is derived from injuring the foot (lesione 
pedis), though not this alone belongs to a stone. 
In the same way the irascible power is so de- 
nominated from anger (zra), though at the same 
time there are several other passions in it, as 
hope, daring, and the rest. 

Reply Obj. 3. The will is called a mover which 
is moved according as to will and to understand 
are termed movements of a kind; and there is 
nothing to prevent movement of this kind from 
existing in the angels, since such movement is 
“the act of a perfect agent,” as stated in the 
book on the Soz.! 
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ARticit 2. Whether in the Angels the Will Dif. 
fers from the Intellect? 


We-proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that in the angels the will does not 
differ from the intellect and from the nature. 

Objection 1, For an angel is more simple than 
a natural body. But a natural body is inclined 
through its form towards its end, which is its 
good. Therefore much more so is the angel. Now 
the angel’s form is either the nature itself in 
which he subsists, or else it is the species within 
his intellect. Therefore the angel inclines to- 
wards the good through his own nature, and 
through an intelligible species. But such inclina- 
tion towards the good belongs to the will. 
Therefore the will of the angel does not differ 
from his nature or his intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of the intellect is 
the true, while the object of the will is the good: 
Now the good and the true differ not really but 
only logically (9. xv, A. 4). Therefore will and 
intellect are not really different. 

Obj. 3. Further, the distinction of commen 
and proper does not differentiate the powers, 
for the same power of sight perceives colour 
and whiteness. But the good and the true seem 
to be related to one another as common to par- 
ticular; for the true is a particular good, name- 
ly, of the intellect. Therefore the will, whose ob- 
ject is the good, does not differ from the intel- 
lect, whose object is the true. 

On the contrary, The will in the angels re- 
gards good things only, while their intellect re- 
gards both good and evil things, for they know 
both. Therefore the will of the angels is distinct 
{rom their intellect. 

I answer that,.In the angels the will is a spe- 
cial force or power, which is neither their na- 
ture nor their intellect. That it is not their na- 
ture Is manifest from this, that the nature or 
essence of a thing is completely comprised 
within it; whatever, then, extends to anything 
beyond it, is not its essence. Hence we see in 
natural bodies that the inclination to being does 
not come from anything superadded to the es- 
sence, but from the matter which desires being 
before possessing it, and from the form which 
keeps it in such being when once it exists. But 
the inclination towards something extrinsic 
comes from something superadded to the es- 
sence; as tendency to a place comes from 
heaviness or lightness, while the inclination to 
make something like itself comes from the ac- 
tive qualities. 

Now the will has a attra tendency towards 
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good. Consequently there alone are essence and 
will the same where all good is contained within 
the essence of him who wills, that is to say, in 
God, Who wills nothing beyond Himself except 
on account of His goodness. This cannot be 
said of any creature, because infinite goodness 
is outside of the essence of any caused thing. 
Accordingly, neither the will of the angel, nor 
that of any creature, can be the same thing as 
its essence. 

In like manner neither can the will be the 
same thing as the intellect of angel or man. 
For knowledge comes about in so far as the 
thing known is within the knower. Consequent- 
ly the intellect extends itself to what is outside 
it, according as what in its essence is outside it 
is disposed to be somehow within it. On the 
other hand, the will goes out to what is beyond 
it, according as by a kind of inclination it tends, 
in 50me manner, to what is outside it. But the 
power that has within itself what exists outside 
it, is not the same as the power that tends to the 
thing outside. Consequently intellect and will 
must necessarily be different powers in every 
creature. It is not so with God, for He has with- 
in Himself both universal being and the uni- 
versal good. Therefore both intellect and will 
are His essence. 

Reply Obj. 1. A natural body is moved to its 
own being by its substantial form, while it is in- 
clined to something outside by something addi- 
tional, as has been said. 

Reply Obj. 2. Powers are not differentiated 
by any material difference of their objects, but 
according to their formal distinction, which is 
taken from the nature of the object. Conse- 
quently the diversity derived from the notion of 
good and true suffices for the difference of in- 
tellect and will. 

Reply Obj. 3. Because the good and the true 
are really convertible, it follows that the good 
is understood by the intellect under the aspect 
of the true, while the true is desired by the will 
under the aspect of the good. Nevertheless the 
diversity of their aspects is sufficient for diver- 
sifying the powers, as was said above (ad 2). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is Free Choice in 
the Angels? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is no free choice in the 
angels. 

Objection 1. For the act of free choice is to 
choose. But there can be no choice with the 
angels, because “choice is the desire of some- 
thing after taking counsel, while counsel is 
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a kind of inquiry,” as stated in the Ethics. 
But the angels’ knowledge is not the result of 
inquiring, for this pertains to the discursiveness 
of reason. Therefore it appears that there is no 
free choice in the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, free choice implies indiffer- 
ence to alternatives. But in the angels on the 
part of their intellect there is no such indiffer- 
ence, because, aS was observed already (a. 
Lv1I, A. §), their intellect is not deceived as to 
things which are naturally intelligible to them. 
Therefore neither on the part of their appetite 
can there be free choice. 

Obj. 3. Further, the natural endowments of 
the angels belong to them according to degrees 
of more or less, because in the higher angels 
the intellectual nature is more perfect than in 
the lower. But free choice does not admit of de- 
grees. Therefore there is no free choice in them. 

On the contrary, Free choice is part of man’s 
dignity. But the angels’ dignity surpasses that 
of men. Therefore, since free choice is in men, 
with much more reason is it in the angels. 

I answer that, There are some things which 
act not from any choice, but, as it were, moved 
and made to act by others; just as the arrow 
is directed to the target by the archer. Others 
act from some kind of choice, but not from 
free choice, such as irrational animals, for the 
sheep flies from the wolf by a kind of judgment 
whereby it considers it to be hurtful to itself; 
such a judgment is not a free one, but implanted 
by nature. Only an agent endowed with an in- 
tellect can act with a judgment which is free in 
so far as it apprehends the common notion of 
good, from which it can judge this or the other 
thing to be good. Consequently, wherever there 
is inteHect, there is free choice. It is therefore 
manifest that just as there is intellect, so is 
there free choice in the angels, and in a higher 
degree of perfection than in man. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of 
choice as it is in man. As a man’s estimation 
in speculative matters differs from an angel’s in 
this, that the one needs not to inquire, while 
the other does so need, so is it in practical mat- 
ters. Hence there is choice in the angels, yet not 
with the inquisitive deliberation of counsel, but 
by the immediate acceptance of truth. 

Reply Obj. 2. As was observed already (A. 
2, Q. XII, A. 4), knowledge is effected by the 
presence of the known within the knower. Now 
it is a mark of imperfection in anything not to 
have within it what it should naturally have. 
Consequently an angel would not be perfect in 

1 Aristotle, 111, 2, 3 (1112815; 111223). 


FIRST PART Q. 59: ART. 4 


his nature if his intellect were not determined 
to every truth which he can know naturally. 
But the act of the appetitive power comes from 
the fact that the affection is directed to some- 
thing outside. Yet the perfection of a thing 
does not depend on everything to which it is 
inclined, but only from something which is 
higher than it. Therefore it does not argue im- 
perfection in an angel if his will be not deter- 
mined with regard to things beneath him; but 
it would argue imperfection in him, were he to 
be indeterminate to what is above him. 

Reply Obj. 3. Free choice exists in a nobler 
manner in the higher angels than it does in the 
lower, as also does the judgment of the intel- 
lect, Yet it is true that liberty, in so far as the 
removal of compulsion is considered, is not sus- 
ceptible of greater and less degree; because 
privations and negations are not lessened nor 
increased of themselves, but only by their 
cause, or through the addition of some qualifica- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether There Is an Irascible and 
a Concupiscible Appetite in the Angels? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is an irascible and a con- 
cupiscible appetite in the angels. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)' that in the demons there is “unreasonable 
fury and wild concupiscence.” But demons are 
of the same nature as angels, for sin has not al- 
tered their nature. Therefore there is an iras- 
cible and a concupiscible appetite in the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, love and joy are in the con- 
cupiscible, while anger, hope, and fear, are in 
the irascible appetite. But in the Sacred Scrip- 
tures these things are attributed both to the 
good and to the wicked angels. Therefore there 
is an irascible and a concupiscible appetite in 
the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, some virtues are said to re- 
side in the irascible appetite and some in the 
concupiscible; thus charity and temperance ap- 
pear to be in the concupiscible, while hope and 
fortitude are in the irascible, But these virtues 
are in the angels. Therefore there is both a con- 
cupiscible and an irascible appetite in the an- 
gels. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
the irascible and concupiscible are in the sensi- 
tive part, which does not exist in angels. Con- 
sequently there is no irascible or concupiscible 
appetite in the angels. 

I answer that, The intellectual appetite is not 
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divided into irascible and concupiscible; only 
the sensitive appetite is so divided. The reason 
of this is because, since the powers are dis- 
tinguished from one another not according to 
the material distinction of objects but only by 
the formal aspect of objects, if to any power 
there corresponds an object according to some 
common notion, there will be no distinction of 
powers according to the diversity of the proper 
objects contained under that common notion. 
Just as, if the proper object of the power of 
sight be colour as such, then there are not sev- 
eral powers of sight distinguished according to 
the difference of black and white; but if the 
proper object of any power were white, as 
white, then the power of seeing white would be 
distinguished from the power of seeing black. 

Now it is quite evident from what has been 
said (A. 1; Q. XVI, A. 1), that the object of the 
intellectual appetite, which is called the will, is 
good according to the common notion of good- 
ness; nor can there be any appetite except of 
what is good. Hence, in the intellectual part, 
the appetite is not divided according to the dis- 
tinction of some particular goods, as the sen- 
sitive appetite is divided, which does not con- 
sider the good according to its common notion, 
but some particular good. Accordingly, since 
there exists in the angels only an intellectual 
appetite, their appetite is not distinguished into 
irascible and concupiscible, but remains undi- 
vided. And it is called the will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Fury and concupiscence are 
metaphorically said to be in the demons, as an- 
ger is sometimes attributed to God, on account 
of the resemblance in the effect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Love and joy, in so far as they 
are passions, are in the concupiscible appetite, 
but in so far as they express a simple act of the 
will, they are in the intellectual part; in this 
sense to love is to wish well to anyone, and to 
rejoice is for the will to repose in some good 
possessed. Universally speaking, none of these 
things is said of the angels, as by way of pas- 
sions, as Augustine says.’ 

Reply Obj. 3. Charity, as a virtue, is not in 
the concupiscible appetite, but in the will, be- 
cause the object of the concupiscible appetite 
is the good as delightful to the senses. But the 
Divine goodness, which is the object of charity, 
is not of any such kind. For the same reason it 
must be said that hope does not exist in the iras- 
cible appetite, because the object of the iras- 
cible appetite is something arduous belonging 
to the sensible order, which the virtue of hope 
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does not: regard, since the object of hope. is 
something arduous and divine. Temperance, 
however, considered as a human virtue; deals 
with the desires of sensible pleasures, which be- 
long to the concupiscible power. Similarly, for- 
titude has to do with daring and fear, which 
reside in the irascible part. Consequently tem- 
perance, in so far as it is a human virtue, re- 
sides in the concupiscible part, and fortitude in 
the irascible. But they do not exist in the an- 
gels in this manner. For in them there are no 
passions of concupiscence, nor of fear and dar- 
ing; which have to be regulated by temperance 
and fortitude. But temperance is said of them 
according as in moderation they display their 
will in conformity with the Divine will. Forti- 
tude is likewise attributed to them, in so far as 
‘they firmly carry out the Divine will. All of 
this is done by their will, and not by the iras- 
cible or concupiscible appetite. 


QUESTION LX 
OF THE LOVE OR DILECTION OF THE 
ANGELS 
(In Five Articles) 


Tue next subject for our consideration is that 
act of the will which is love or dilection; be- 
cause every act of the appetitive power comes 
of love. 

Under this heading there are five points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether there is natural love in the 
angels? (2) Whether there is in them love of 
choice? (3) Whether the angel loves himself 
with natural love or with love of choice? (4) 
Whether one angel loves another with natural 
love as he loves himself? (5) Whether the angel 
loves God more than self with natural love? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Natural Love or 
Dilection in an Angel? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that there is no natural love or dilection in 
the angels. 

Objection 1. For, natural love is divided 
against intellectual love, as stated by Dionysius 
(Div. Nom. iv).) But an angel’s love is intellec- 
tual. Therefore it is not natural. 

Obj. 2. Further. those who love with natural 
love are more acted upon than active in them- 
selves, for nothing has control over its own na- 
ture. Now the angels are not acted upon, but act 
of themselves, because they possess free choice, 
as was shown above (Q. LIX, A. 3). Consequent- 
ly there is no natural love in them. 

1 Sect. 15 (PG 3, 713). 
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' 067. 3: Further, every love is either lawful or 
unlawful, Now lawful love pertains to charity, 
while unlawful love pertains to wickedness. But 
neither of these pertains to nature, because char- 
ity is above nature, while wickedness is against 
nature. Therefore there is no natural love in the 
angels, 

On the contrary, Love results from knowl- 
edge, for nothing is loved unless it is known, as 
Augustine says (De Trin. x, 1, 2).* But there is 
natural knowledge in the angels. Therefore there 
is also natural love. 

1 answer that, We must necessarily place nat- 
ural love in the angels. In evidence of this we 
must bear in mind that what comes first is al- 
ways kept in what comes after it. Now nature 
comes before intellect, because the nature of 
any thing is its essence. Consequently whatever 
belongs to nature must be preserved likewise in 
such subjects as have intellect. But it is com- 
mon to every nature to have some inclination, 
and this is its natural appetite or love. This in- 
clination is found to exist differently in different 
natures, but in each according to its mode. Con- 
sequently, in the intellectual nature there is to 
be found a natural inclination coming from the 
will; in the sensitive nature, according to the 
sensitive appetite; but in a nature devoid of 
knowledge, only according to the tendency of 
the nature to something. Therefore, since an an- 
gel is an intellectual nature, there must be a nat- 
ural love in his will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Intellectual love is divided 
against the natural love which is merely natural, 
in so far as it belongs to a nature which has not 
likewise the perfection of either sense or intel- 
lect 

Reply Obj. 2. All things in the world are 
moved to act by something else except the First 
Agent, Who acts in such a manner that He is in 
no way moved to act by another, and in Whom, 
nature and will are the same. So :here is nothing 
unfitting in an angel being moved to act in so far 
as such natural inclination is implanted in him 
by the Author of his nature. Yet he is not so 
moved tu act that he does not act himself, be- 
cause he has a free will. 

Reply Obj. 3. As natural knowledge is always 
true, so is natural love always well regulated, be- 
cause natural love is nothing else than the in- 
clination implanted in nature by its Author. To 
say that a natural inclination 1s not well regu- 
lated is to detract from the Author of nature. 
Yet the rectitude of natural love is different 
from the rectitude of charity and virtue, be- 
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cause the one rectitude perfects the other; even 
go the truth of natural knowledge i is of one kind, 
and the truth of infused or acquired knowledge 
is of another. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Is Love of Choice i in 
the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there is no love'of choice in the 
angels. 

Objection 1. For love of choice appears to be 
rational love, since choice follows counsel, 
which lies in inquiry, as stated in the Ethics. 
Now rational love is contrasted with intellec- 
tual, which is proper to angels, as is said (Div. 
Nom. iv).? Therefore there is no love of choice 
in the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angels have only natural 
knowledge besides such as is infused, since they 
do not proceed by discourse from principles to 
acquire conclusions. Hence they are disposed to 
everything they can naturally know, as our in- 
tellect is disposed towards first principles, which 
it can know naturally. Now love follows knowl- 
edge, as has been already stated (A. 1; Q. XVI, A. 
1). Consequently, besides their love from grace, 
there is only natural love in the angels. There- 
fore there is no love of choice in them. 

On the contrary, We neither merit nor de- 
merit by our natural acts. But by their love the 
angels merit or demerit. Therefore there is love 
of choice in them. 

I answer that, There exists in the angels a nat- 
ural love, and a love of choice. Their natural 
love is the principle of their love of choice, be- 
cause, what pertains to that which precedes, has 
always the nature of a principle. Therefore, 
since nature is first in everything, what belongs 
to nature must be a principle in everything. 

This appears in man, with respect to both his 
intellect and his will. For the intellect knows 
principles naturally; and this knowledge in man 
causes the knowiedge of conclusions, which are 
known by him not naturally, but by discovery, 
or by teaching. In like manner, the end is to the 
will as the principle to the intellect, as is laid 
down in the Physics.2 Consequently the will 
tends naturally to its last end; for every man 
naturally wills happiness, and all other wills are 
caused by this natural will, since whatever a 
man wills he wills on account of the end. There- 
fore the love of that good, which a man nat- 
urally wills as an end, is his natural love; but the 
love which comes of this, which is of a good 
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loved" for the sake ‘Of the enid, is the tovs of . 
choice.’ ° 

There is bowates a difference on the part éf 
the intellect and on the part of the will. Because, 
as ‘was stated already (0. LIx, A. 2), the intel- 
lect’s knowledge is brought about by the pres- 
ence of the thing known within the knower. It 
comes of the imperfection of man’s intellectual 
nature that his mind does not simultaneously 
possess all things capable of being understood, 
but only a few things from which he is moved in 
a measure to grasp other things. The act of the 
appetitive power, on the contrary, follows the’ 
inclination of man towards things; some of 
which are good in themselves, and consequently’ 
are desirable in themselves, while others have 
the aspect of good only in relation to something 
else, and are desirable on account of something 
else. Consequently it does not argue imperfec- 
tion in the person desiring for him to seek one 
thing naturally as his end, and something else 
from choice as ordered to such end. Thereforé, 
since the intellectual nature of the angels ‘is per- 
fect, only natural and not discursive knowledge 
is to be found in them, but there is to be found 
in them both natural love and love of choice. In 
saying all this, we are passing over all that re- 
gards those things which are above nature, since 
nature is not the sufficient principle of these 
things. But we shall speak of them later on (Q. 
LXI1). 

Reply Obj. 1. Not all love of choice is rational 
love, according as rational is contrasted to in- 
tellectual love. For that is called rational love 
which follows discursive knowledge, but, as was 
said above (Q. LIX, A. 3, Ans. 1), when treating 
of free choice, every choice does not follow a 
discursive act of the reason, but only human 
choice. Consequently the conclusion does not 
follow. 

The reply to the second objection follows 
from what has been said. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angel Loves Himself 
with Both Natural Love, and Love of Choice? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angel does not love himself 
both with a natural love and a love of choice. 

Objection 1. For, as was said (A. 2), natural 
love regards the end itself, while love of choice 
regards the means to the end. But the same 
thing, in the same respect, cannot be both the 
end and a means to the end. Therefore natural 
Jove and the love of choice cannot have the 
same object. 

Obj. 2. Further, as Dionysius bhaeves (Div. 
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Nom.. iv)4 “Love is a uniting and, a binding 
power.” But uniting and binding imply various. 
things brought together into one. Therefore the 
ange] cannot love himself. 

Obj. 3. Further, love is a kind of movement. 


But every movement tends towards something. 


else. Therefore it scems that an angel cannot 
love himself with either natural or elective love. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says: 
“Love for others comes of love for oneself.” 

I answer that, Since the object of love is 
good, and good is to be found both in substance 
and in accident, as is clear from the Ethics,’ 
a thing may be loved in two ways: first of all as 
a, subsisting good; and secondly as an accidental 
or inherent good. That is loved as a subsisting 
good which is so loved that we wish well to it. 
But that which we wish for another is loved as 
an accidental or inherent good; thus knowledge 
is loved not that any good may come to it but 
that it may be possessed. This kind of love has 
been called by the name of concupiscence, while 
the first is called friendship. 

Now it is manifest that in things devoid of 
knowledge everything naturally seeks to procure 
what is good for itself; as fire seeks to mount 
upwards. Consequently both angel and man nat- 
urally seek their own good and perfection. This 
is to love self. Hence angel and man naturally 
love self, in so far as by natural appetite each 
desires what is good for self. On the other hand, 
each loves self with the love of choice, in so far 
as from choice he wishes for something which 
will benefit. himself. 

Reply Obj, 1. It is not under the same but un- 
der quite different aspects that an angel or a 
man loves self with natural and with elective 
love, as was observed above. 

Reply Obj. 2. As to be one is more than to be 
united, so there is more oneness In love which is 
directed to self than in love which unites one to 
others. Dionysius used the terms uniting and 
binding in order to show the derivation of love 
from self to things outside self; just as uniting 
is derived from unity. 

Reply Obj. 3. As love is an action which re- 
mains within the agent, so also is it a movement 
which remains within the lover, but does not of 
necessity tend towards something else; yet it 
can be reflected back upon the lover so that he 
loves himself, just as knowledge is reflected 
back upon the knower in such a way that he 
knows himself. 

1 Sect. 15 (PG 3, 713). 
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ARTICLE 4. Whether an Angel Loves Another 
with Natural Love as He Loves Himself? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that an angel does not love another 
with natural love as he loves himself. 

Objection 1, For love follows knowledge. But 
an angel does not know another as he knows 
himself, because he knows himself by his es- 
sence, while he knows another by his likeness, 
as was said above (Q. LVI, AA. I, 2). Therefore 
it seems that one angel does not love another 
with natural love as he loves himself. 

Obj. 2. Further, the cause is more powerful 
than the effect; and the principle than what is 
derived from it. But love for another comes of 
love for self, as the Philosopher says.‘ Therefore 
one angel does not love another as himself, but 
loves himself more. 

Obj. 3. Further, natural love is of something 
as an end, and cannot be taken away. But one 
angel is not the end of another; and again, such 
love can be taken away from him, as is the case 
with the demons, who have no love for the good 
angels, Therefore an angel does not love an- 
other with natural love as he loves himself. 

On the contrary, That seems to be natural 
which is found In all things, even those lacking 
reason. But, every beast loves its like, as is said, 
Ecclus. 13. 19. Therefore an angel naturally 
loves another as he loves himself. 

I answer that, As was observed (A. 3), both 
angel and man naturally loves self. Now what is 
one with a thing Is that thing itself. Consequent- 
ly every thing loves what is one with itself. So, 
if this be one with it by natural union, it loves 
it with natural love; but if it be one with it by 
union, which is not natural, then it loves it with 
love which is not natural. Thus a man loves his 
fellow citizen with the love of political virtue, 
while he loves a blood relation with natural 
affection, in so far as he is one with him in the 
principle of natural generation. 

Now it is evident that what is generically or 
specifically one with another is one according 
to nature. And so everything loves another 
which is one with it in species with a natural 
affection, in so far as it loves its own species. 
This is manifest even in things devoid of knowl- 
edge; for fire has a natural inclination to com- 
municate its form to another thing, in which 
consists this other thing's good, as it is naturally 
inclined to seek its own good, namely, to be 
borne upwards. 

So then, it must be said that onc angel loves 
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another with natural affection in so far as he is 
one with him in nature. But so far as an angel 
has something else in common with another an- 
gel, or differs from him in other respects, he 
does not love him with natural love. 

Reply Obj. 1. The expression ‘“‘as himself” in 
one way can qualify the knowledge and the love 
on the part of the one known and loved, and 
thus one angel knows another as himself, be- 
cause he knows the other to be even as he knows 
himself to be. In another way the expression can 
qualify the knowledge and the love on the part 
of the knower and lover. And thus one angel 
does not know another as himself, because he 
knows himself by his essence, and the other not 
by the other's essence. In like manner he does 
not love another as he loves himself, because he 
loves himself by his own will, but he does not 
love another by the other’s will. 

Reply Obj. 2. The expression “as” does not 
denote equality, but likeness. For since natural 
affection rests upon natural unity, the angel nat- 
urally loves less what is less one with him. Con- 
sequently he loves more what is numerically one 
with himself than what is one only generically 
or specifically. But it is natural for him to 
have a Jike love for another as for himself, in 
this respect, that as he loves self in wishing 
well to self, so he loves another in wishing well 
to him. 

Reply Obj. 3. Natural love is said to be of the 
end itself, not as of that end to which good is 
willed, but rather as of that good which one wills 
for oneself, and in consequence for another, as 
united to oneself. Nor can such natural love be 
stripped from the wicked angels without their 
still retaining a natural affection towards the 
good angels, in so far as they share the same na- 
ture with them. But they hate them in so far as 
they are unlike them according to uprightness 
and improbity. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether an Angel by Natural Love 
Loves God More Than He Loves Himself? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the angel does not love God by 
natural love more than he loves himself. 

Objection 1. For, as was stated (A. 4), natural 
Jove rests upon natural union. Now the Divine 
nature is far above the angelic nature. Therefore 
according to natural love the angel loves God 
less than self, or even than another angel. 

Obj, 2. Further, That on account of which a 
thing is such, is still more so. But every one 
loves another with natural love for his own sake, 
because one thing loves another as good for it- 


$13 
self. Therefore the angel does not love God 
more than self with natural love. 

Obj. 3. Further, nature is self-centred in its 
operation, for we behold every agent acting nat- 
urally for its own preservation. But nature’s 
operation would not be self-centred were it to 
tend towards anything else more than to nature 
itself. Therefore the angel does not love God 
more than himself from natural love. 

Obj. 4. Further, it is proper to charity to love 
God more than self. But to love from charity is 
not natural to the angels, for “it is poured out 
upon their hearts by the Holy Spirit Who is 
given to them,” as Augustine says.! Therefore 
the angels do not love God more than them- 
selves by natural love. 

Obj. 5. Further, natural love lasts as long as 
nature endures. But the love of God more than 
self does not remain in the angel or man who 
sins; for, as Augustine says,? “Two loves have 
made two cities; namely, love of self unto the 
contempt of God has made the earthly city, 
while love of God unto the contempt of self has 
made the heavenly city.” Therefore it is not nat- 
ural to love God more than self. 

On the contrary, All the moral precepts of the 
law come of the law of nature. But the precept 
of loving God more than self is a moral precept 
of the law. Therefore, it is of the law of nature. 
Consequently from natural love the angel loves 
God more than himself. 

Z answer that, There have been some who 
maintained’ that an angel loves God more than 
himself with natural love, both as to the love of 
concupiscence, through his seeking the Divine 
good for himself rather than his own good, and 
in a fashion, as to the love of friendship, in so 
far as he naturally desires a greater good to God 
than to himself, because he naturally wishes 
God to be God, while as for himself, he wills to 
have his own nature. But absolutely speaking, 
out of natural love he loves himself more than 
he does God, because he naturally loves himself 
before God, and with greater intensity. 

The falsity of such an opinion stands in evi- 
dence, if we consider where natural movement 
tends in the natural order of things, because the 
natural tendency of things devoid of reason 
shows the nature of the natural inclination re- 
siding in the will of an intellectual nature. Now, 
in natural things, everything which, as such, nat- 


1 City of God, xit, 9 (PL 41, 357). 

2 Tind., xtv, 28 (PL 41, 436). 
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urally. belongs to another, ig, principally and 
more strongly inclined to that:other to which it 
belongs than towards itself. Such a natural tend- 
ency is evidenced from things which are moved 
according to nature, because “according as a 
thing is moved naturally, it has an inborn apti- 
tude to be thus moved,” as stated in the 
Physics.! For we observe that the part naturally 
exposes itself in order to safeguard the whole; 
as, for instance, the hand is without deliberation 
exposed to the blow for the whole body’s safety. 
And since reason copies nature, we find the same 
imitation among the political virtues; for it per- 
tains to the virtuous citizen to expose himself to 
the danger of death for the conservation of the 
whole commonwealth; and if man were a nat- 
ural part of this state, then such inclination 
would be natural to him. 

Consequently, since God is the universal 
good, and under this good both man and angel 
and all creatures are comprised, because every 
creature according to its being naturally belongs 
to God, it follows that from natural love angel 
and man alike love God before themselves and 
with a greater love. Otherwise, if either of them 
loved self more than God, it would follow that 
natural love would be perverse, and that it 
would not be perfected but destroyed by charity. 

Reply Obj. 1. Such reasoning holds good of 
things divided on a basis of equality, of which 
one is not the reason of the existence and good- 
ness of the other; for in such natures each loves 
itself naturally more than it does the other, 
since it is more one with itself than it is with the 
other. But where one is the whole reason of the 
existence and goodness of the other, that one is 
naturally more loved than self; because, as we 
said above, each part naturally loves the whole 
more than itself, and each individual naturally 
loves the good of the species more than its own 
particular good. Now God is not only the good 
of one species, but is absolutely the universal 
good; hence everything in its own way naturally 
loves God more than itself. 

Reply Obj. 2. When it is said that God is loved 
by an angel “in so far’ as He is good to the 
angel, if the expression “in so far’ denotes an 
end, then it is false; for he does not naturally 
love God for his own good, but for God's sake. 
If it denotes the nature of love on the lover’s 
part, then it is true, for it would not be in the 
nature of anyone to love God, except from this 
—that everything is dependent on that good 
which is God. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nature’s operation is self- 

1 Aristotle, 1, 8 (199%g). 
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centred not merely ag to what is particular in it, 
but much more as to what is common; for 
everything is inclined to preserve not merely 
its individuality, but likewise its species, And 
much more has everything a natural inclination 
towards what is the absolutely universal 
good. 

Reply Obj. 4. God, in so far as He is the uni- 
versal good, from Whom every natural good 
depends, is loved by everything with natural 
love. So far as He is the good which naturally 
makes all happy with supernatural Happiness, 
He is loved with the love of charity. 

Reply Obj. 5. Since God’s substance and uni- 
versal goodness are one and the same, all who 
behold God’s essence are by the same move- 
ment of love moved towards the Divine es- 
sence as it is distinct from other things, and 
according as it is the universal good. And be- 
cause He is naturally loved by all so far as He 
is the universal good, it is impossible that who- 
ever sees Him in His essence should not love 
Him. But such as do not behold His essence 
know him by some particular effects, which are 
sometimes opposed to their will. So in this way 
they are said io hate God; yet nevertheless, so 
far as He is the universal good of all, every 
thing naturally loves God more than itself. 


QUESTION LXI 


OF THE PRODUCTION OF THE ANGELS 
IN THE ORDER OF NATURAL BEING 


(In Four Articles) 


AFTER dealing with the nature of the angels, 
their knowledge and will, it now remains for us 
to treat of their creation, or, speaking in a gen- 
eral way, of their origin. Such consideration is 
threefold. In the first place we must see how 
they were brought into natural heing; secondly, 
how they were made perfect in grace or glory 
(Q. Lx1r); and thirdly, how some of them be- 
came wicked (Q. LxtII). 

Under the first heading there are four points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether the angel has a cause 
of hjs being? (2) Whether he has existed from 
eternity? (3) Whether he was created before 
corporeal creatures? (4) Whether the angels 
were created in the empyrean heaven? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Have a Cause 
of Their Being? 

We proceed thus to the First Article; It 
would seem that the angels have no cause of 
their being. 
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Objection 1. For the-first chapter of Genesis 
treats of things created by God. But there is no 
mention of angels. Therefore the angels were 
not. created by God. 

Obj, 2: Further, the Philosopher says that 
if any substance be a form “without matter, 
straightway it is being and unity of itself, and 
has no cause of its being and unity.” But the 
angels are immaterial forms, as was shown 
above (0. L, A. 2). Therefore they have no 
cause of their being. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is produced by any 
agent, from the very fact of its being produced, 
receives form from it. But since the angels are 
forms, they do not derive their form from any 
agent. Therefore the angels have no active 
cause. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps, 148. 2): Praise 
ye Him all His angels; and further on, verse 5: 
For He spoke and they were made. 

IT answer that, It must be affirmed that angels 
and everything that is, except God, were made 
by God. God alone in His own being, while in 
everything else the essence differs from the be- 
ing, as was shown above (Q. III, A. 43 Q. VII, A. 
I, ANS. 3; Q. XLIV, A. 1). From this it is clear 
that God alone is being through His own es- 
sence, while all other things are beings by par- 
ticipation. Now whatever is by participation is 
caused by what is essentially; as everything 
ignited is caused by fire. Consequently the an- 
gels, of necessity, were made by God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine says’ that “the an- 
gels were not passed over in that account of the 
first creation of things, but are designated by 
the name of heavens, or of light.” And they 
were either passed over, or else designated by 
the names of corporeal things, because Moses 
was addressing an undeveloped people, as yet 
incapable of understanding an incorporeal na- 
ture; and if it had been divulged that there 
were creatures existing beyond corporeal na- 
ture, it would have proved to them an occasion 
of idolatry, to which they were inclined, and 
from which Moses especially meant to restrain 
them. 

Reply Obj. 2. Substances that are subsisting 
forms have no formal cause of their being 
and unity, nor an agent cause for changing 
matter from a state of potency to act; but 
they have a cause productive of their entire 
substance. 

From this the solution of the third difficulty 
is manifest. 

1 Metaphysics, vir, 6 (1045436). 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether the Angel Was Produced 
by God from Eternity? | 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: Tt 
would seem that the angel was produced by 
God from eternity. 

Objection 1. For God is the cause of the an. 
gel by His being, for He does not act through 
something added to His essence. But His being 
is eternal. Therefore He produced the angels 
from eternity. 

Obj. 2. Further, everything which exists at 
one period and not at another is subject to 
time. But the angel is above time, as is laid 
down in the Book De Causis.3 Therefore the 
angel is not at one time existing and at another 
non-existing, but exists always. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine proves‘ the soul’s 
incorruptibility by the fact that the mind is 
capable of truth. But as truth is incorruptible, 
so is it eternal. Therefore the intellectual na- 
ture of the soul and of the angel is not only in- 
corruptible, but likewise eternal. 

On the contrary, It is said (Proverbs 8. 22), 
in the person of begotten Wisdom: The: Lord 
possessed me in the beginning of His ways, be- 
fore He made anything from the beginning. 
But, as was shown above (A. 1), the angels were 
made by God. Therefore at one time the angels 
were not. 

I answer that, God alone, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, is from eternity. Catholic Faith 
holds this without doubt, and everything to the 
contrary must be rejected as heretical. For God 
so produced creatures that He made them from 
nothing, that is, after there had been nothing. 

Reply Obj. 1. God’s being is His will. So the 
fact that God produced the angels and other 
creatures by His being does not exclude that 
He made them also by His will. But, as was 
shown above (Q. XIX, A. 33 Q, XLVI, A. 1), 
God’s will does not act by necessity in produc- 
ing creatures. Therefore He produced such as 
He willed, and when He willed. 

Reply Obj. 2. An angel is above that time 
which is the measure of the movement of the 
heavens, because he is above every movement 
of a corporeal nature. Nevertheless he is not 
above the time which is the measure of the 
succession of his being after his non-being, and 
which is also the measure of the succession 
which is in his operations. Hence Augustine 
says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20, 22)° that “God 


3 Sect. 2 (BA 165); this is said of the soul rather than of 
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moves the spiritual creature according to 
time.”’ 

Reply Obj. 3. Angels and intellectual souls 
are incorruptible by the very fact of their hav- 
ing a nature whereby they are capable of 
truth. But they did not possess this nature from 
eternity. It was bestowed upon them when God 
Himself willed it. Consequently it does not fol- 
low that the angels existed from eternity. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angels Were Created 
Before the Corporeal World? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels were created before 
the corporeal world. 

Objection 1. For Jerome says (Jn Ep. ad Tit. 
i, 2)': “Six thousand years of our time have not 
yet elapsed; yet how shall we measure the 
time, how shall we count the ages, in which the 
Angels, Thrones, Dominations, and the other 
orders served God?” Damascene also says (De 
Fid. Orth. ii)?: “Some say that the angels were 
begotten before all creation; as Gregory the 
Theologian declares,* He first of all devised the 
angelic and heavenly powers, and the devising 
was the making thereof.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the angelic nature stands 
midway between the Divine and the corporeal 
natures, But the Divine nature is from eternity, 
while corporeal nature is from time. Therefore 
the angelic nature was produced before the 
creation of time, and after eternity. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angelic nature is more 
remote from the corporeal nature than one cor- 
poreal nature is from another. But one cor- 
poreal nature was made before another. Hence 
the six days of the production of things are 
set forth in the opening of Genesis. Much 
more, therefore, was the angelic nature made 
before every corporeal nature. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 1): Jn 
the beginning God created heaven and earth. 
Now, this would not be true if anything had 
been created previously. Consequently the an- 
gels were not created before corporeal nature. 

I answer that, There is a twofold opinion on 
this point to be found in the writings of the 
Fathers. The more probable one holds that the 
angels were created at the same time as cor- 
poreal creatures. For the angels are purt of the 
universe; they do not constitute one universe 
of themselves, but both they and corporeal na- 
tures unite in constituting one universe. This 
appears from the relationship of creature to 
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creature, because the order of things ta each 
other makes up the good of the universe. But 
no part is perfect if separate from its whole. 
Consequently it is improbable that God, Whose 
works are perfect, as it is said Deut. 32. 4, 
should have created the angelic creature before 
other creatures. At the same time the contrary 
is not to be deemed erroneous; especially on 
account of the opinion of Gregory Nazianzen,‘ 
whose authority in Christian doctrine is of such 
weight that no one has ever raised objection to 
his teaching, as Is also the case with the doctrine 
of Athanasius, as Jerome says.°® 

Reply Obj. 1. Jerome is speaking according 
to the teaching of the Greek Fathers, all of 
whom hold the creation of the angels to have 
taken place previously to that of the corporeal 
world. 

Reply Obj. 2. God is not a part of, but is 
above the whole universe, possessing within 
Himself the entire perfection of the universe 
in a more eminent way. But an angel is a part 
of the universe. Hence the comparison does not 
hold. 

Reply Obj. 3. All corporeal creatures are one 
in matter, while the angels do not agree with 
them in matter. Consequently the creation of 
the matter of the corporeal creature involves 
in a manner the creation of all things; but the 
creation of the angels does not involve crea- 
tion of the universe. 

If the contrary view be held, then in the text 
of Genesis 1., Jn the beginning God creatcd 
heaven and earth, the words, Jn the beginning, 
must be interpreted, ‘In the Son,” or “In the 
beginning of time”; but not, “In the beginning, 
before which there was nothing,” unless we say, 
“Before which there was nothing of the nature 
of corporeal creatures.” 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Angel" Were Created 
in the Empyrean Heaven? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the angels were not created in 
the empvrean heaven. 

Objection 1. For the angels are incorporeal 
substances. Now a substance which is incorpo- 
real 1s not dependent upon a body for its exist- 
ence, and as a consequence, neither is it for its 
being made. Therefore the angels were not 
created in any corporeal! place. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine remarks (Gen, ad 
lit. iii, 10),° that the angels were created in the 

4QOrat. xxxvul, Jn Theoph., (PG 36, 320). 
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upper atmosphere: therefore not m the em- 
pyrean heaven. 

Obj. 3. Further, the empyrean heaven is said 
to be the highest heaven. If therefore the angels 
were created in the empyrean heaven, it would 
not be fitting for them to mount up to a still 
higher heaven. And this is contrary to what is 
said in Isaias, speaking in the person of the sin- 
ning angel: J wll ascend into heaven (Isa. 14. 
13). 

On the contrary, Strabus,! commenting on the 
text In the beginning God created heaven and 
earth, says that by heaven he does not mean the 
visible firmament, but the empyrean, that is, 
the fiery or intellectual firmament, which is not 
so styled from its heat, but from its splendour, 
and which was filled with angels directly it was 
made, 

I answer that, As was observed (A. 3), the 
one universe is made up of corporeal and spirit- 
ual creatures. Consequently spiritual creatures 
were so created as to bear some relationship to 
the corporeal creature, and to rule over every 
corporeal creature. Hence it was fitting for the 
angels to be created in the highest corporeal 
place, as presiding over all corporeal nature, 
whether it be styled the empyrean heaven, or 
whatever else it be called. So Isidore says? that 
the highest heaven is the heaven of the angels, 
explaining the passage of Deuteronomy Io, 14: 
Behold heaven is the Lord's thy God, and the 
heaven of heaven. 

Reply Obj. 1. The angels were not created in 
a corporeal place as if depending upon a body 
either as to their being or as to their being 
made, because God could have created them be- 
fore all corporeal creation, as many holy Doc- 
tors hold. They were made in a corporeal place 
in order to show their relationship to corporeal 
nature, and that they are by their power in 
touch with bodies. 

Reply Obj. 2. By the uppermost atmosphere 
Augustine possibly means the highest part of 
heaven, to which the atmosphere has a kind of 
proportion owing to its subtlety and transpar- 
ency. Or else he is not speaking of all the angels, 
but only of such as sinned, who, in the opinion 
of some, belonged to the inferior orders. But 
there is nothing to hinder us from saying that 
the higher angels, as having an exalted and uni- 
versal power over all corporeal things, were 
created in the highest place of the corporeal 
creature; while the other angels, as having 


1 Cf. Glossa ordin., on Gen. 1.1 (1, 23, F). 
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more restricted powers, were created among the 
infetior bodies. 

Reply Obj. 3. Isaias is not speaking there of 
any corporeal heaven, but of the heaven of the 
Blessed Trinity, to which the sinning angel 
wished to ascend when he desired to be equal 
in some manner to God, as will appear later on 
(Q. LXII, A. 3). 


QUESTION LXII 
OF THE PERFECTION OF THE ANGELS 
IN THE ORDER OF GRACE AND OF GLORY 
(In Nine Articles) 


In due sequence we have to inquire how the 
angels were made in the order of grace and of 
glory; under which heading there are nine points 
of ‘inquiry: (1) Were the angels created in Hap- 
piness? (2) Did they need grace in order to 
turn to God? (3) Were they created in grace? 
(4) Did they merit their Happiness? (5) Did 
they at once enter into Happiness after merit? 
(6) Did they receive grace and glory according 
to their natural capacities? (7) After entering 
into glory, did their natural love and knowledge 
remain? (8) Could they have sinned afterwards? 
(9) After entering into glory, could they ad- 
vance farther? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Were Created 
in Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the angels were created in 
Happiness. 

Objection 1. For it is stated (De Eccl. Dogm. 
xxix)* that “the angels who continue in the 
beatitude wherein they were created, do not of 
their nature possess the good they have.” There- 
fore the angels were created in Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angelic nature is nobler 
than the corporeal creature. But the corporeal 
creature at once in the beginning of its creation 
was made perfect and complete; nor did its 
lack of form precede in time its formation, but 
only in nature, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
i, 15). Therefore neither did God create the 
angelic nature imperfect and incomplete. But 
its formation and perfection are derived from 
its Happiness, whereby it enjoys God. There- 
fore it was created blessed. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Augustine (Gen, 
ad lit. iv, 34; v, §),° the things which we read 
of as being made in the works of the six days 
were all made together at one time, and so all 
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_the six days must. have existed instantly from 
the beginning of creation. But, according to his 
exposition,’ in those six days, “the morning” 
was the angelic knowledge, according to which 
‘they knew the Word and things in the Word. 
Therefore straightway from their creation they 
knew the Word, and things in the Word. But 
the Happiness of the angels comes of seeing the 
Word. Consequently the angels were happy at 
once from the very beginning of their creation. 

On the contrary, To be established or con- 
firmed in good is of the nature of Happiness. 
But the angels were not confirmed in good as 
soon as they were created; the fall of some of 
them shows this. Therefore the angels were not 
happy from their creation. 

I answer that, By the name of Happiness 
(beatitude) is understood the ultimate perfec- 
tion of rational or of intellectual nature; and 
hence it is that it is naturally desired, since 
everything naturally desires its ultimate perfec- 
tion. Now there is a twofold ultimate perfection 
of rational or of intellectual nature. The first is 
one which it can procure of its own natural power, 
and this is in a measure called beatitude or hap- 
piness. Hence Aristotle says* that man’s ulti- 
mate happiness consists in the most perfect con- 
templation, by which in this life he can contem- 
plate the highest intelligible object; and that is 
God. Above this happiness there is still another, 
which we look forward to in the future, whereby 
we shall see God as He is (I John, 3. 2). This 
is beyond the nature of every created intellect, 
as was shown above (Q. XII, A. 4). 

So, then, it remains to be said, that, as regards 
this first happiness, which the angel could pro- 
cure by his natural power, he was created al- 
ready happy. Because the angel does not ac- 
quire such happiness by any discursive motion, 
as man does, but, as was observed above (Q. 
LVI, A. 4), is straightway In possession of it, 
owing to his natural dignity. But the angels did 
not have from the beginning of their creation 
that ultimate Llappiness which is beyond the 
power of naturc, because such Happiness is no 
part of their nature, but its end; and conse- 
quently they ought not to have it immediately 
from the beginning. 

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness is there taken for 
that natural perfection which the angri had in 
the state of innocence. 

Reply Obj. 2. The corporeal creature instant- 
ly in the beginning of its creation could not have 
the perfection to which it is brought by its oper- 
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ation. Consequently, according to Augustine 
(Gen, ad lit. v, 4, 5),3 the growing of plants 
from the earth did not take place at once among 
the first works, in which only the germinating 
power of the plants was bestowed upon the 
earth. In the same way, the angelic creature in 
the beginning of its creation had the perfection 
of its nature, but it did not have the perfection 
to which it had to come by its operation. 

Reply Obj. 3. The angel has a twofold knowl- 
edge of the Word: the one which is natural, 
and the other according to glory. He has a natu- 
ral knowledge whereby he knows the Word 
through a likeness of it shining in his nature, 
and he has a knowledge of glory whereby he 
knows the Word through His essence. By both 
kinds of knowledge the angel knows things in 
the Word, imperfectly by his natural knowl- 
edge, and perfectly by his knowledge of glory. 
Therefore the first knowledge of things in the 
Word was present to the angel from the outset 
of his creation, while the second was not, but 
only when the angels became blessed by turning 
to the good. And this is properly termed their 
morning knowledge. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether an Angel Needs Grace in 
Order To Turn to God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the angel had no need of grace 
in order to turn to God. 

Objection 1. For, we have no need of grace 
for what we can accomplish naturally. But the 
angel naturally turns to God, because he loves 
God naturally, as is clear from what has been 
said (q. Lx, A. 5). Therefore an angel did not 
need grace in order to turn to God. 

Obj.’2. Further, it seems that we need help 
only for difficult tasks. Now it was not a diffi- 
cult task for the angel to turn to God, because 
there was no obstacle in him te such turning. 
Therefore the angel had no need of grace in 
order to turn to God. 

Obj. 3. Further, to turn oneself to God is to 
dispose oneself for grace; hence it is said (Zach. 
1. 3): Turn ye to Me, and I will turn to you. 
But we do not stand in need of grace in order 
to prepare ourselves for grace, for thus we 
should go on to infinity. Therefore the angel 
did not need grace to turn to God. 

On the contrary, It was by turning to God 
that the angel reached to Happiness. If, then, 
he had needed no grace in order to turn to God, 
it would follow that he did not require grace in 
order to possess everlasting life. But this is con- 
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taary to the seying.of the Apostle (Rom. 6. 33): 
The grace of (sed is life everlasting, .. 

I answer that, The. angels stood in need of 
grace in order to turn to God, as the object of 
Happiness, For, as was observed above (9, Lx, 
A. 2), the natural movement of the will is the 
principle of all things that we will. But the 
will’s natural inclination is directed towards 
what is in keeping with its nature. Therefore, if 
there is anything which is above nature, the will 
cannot be inclined towards it, unless helped by 
some other supernatural principle. Thus it is 
clear that fire has a natural tendency to give 
forth heat, and to generate fire; but to generate 
flesh is beyond the natural power of fire, and 
consequently, fire has no tendency to this, ex- 
cept in so far as it is moved instrumentally by 
the nutritive soul. 

Now it was shown above (Q. XII, A. 4), when 
we were treating of God’s knowledge, that to 
see God in His essence, in which the ultimate 
Happiness of the rational creature consists, is 
beyond the nature of every created intellect. 
Consequently no rational creature can have the 
movement of the will directed towards such 
Happiness unless it is moved through a super- 
natural agent. This is what we call the help of 
grace. Therefore it must be said that an angel 
could not of his own will be turned to such 
Happiness, except by the help of grace. 

Reply Obj. 1. The angel loves God naturally, 
so far as God is the author of his natural being. 
But here we are speaking of turning to God, so 
far as God bestows Happiness by the vision of 
His essence. 

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is difficult which is be- 
yond a power; and this happens in two ways. 
First of all, because it is beyond the natural ca- 
pacity of the power. And then, if it can be at- 
tained by some help, it is said to be difficult, 
but if it can in no way be attained, then it is 
impossible; thus it is impossible for a man to 
fly. In another way a thing may be beyond the 
power, not according to the natural order of such 
power, but owing to some added hindrance; as 
to mount upwards is not contrary to the natural 
order of the moving power of the soul, because 
the soul, considered in itself, can be moved in 
any direction, but is hindered from so doing by 
the weight of the body; consequently it is diff- 
cult for a man to mount upwards. To be turned 
to his ullimate Happiness is difficult for man 
both because it is beyond his nature, and be- 
cause he has a hindrance from the corruption of 
the body and the infection of sin. But it is diff- 
cult for an angel only because it is supernatural. 


; ‘ $19. 
-Reply. Obj. 3. Every,movement of the will to- 
wards God. gan be termed.a conversion to God. : 
And so there is a threefold turning to God. The 
first is by the perfect love of God; this belongs 
to the creature enjoying the possession of God, 
and for such conversion, perfecting grace is.re- 
quired. The next turning to God is that which 
merits. Happiness: and for this there is required 
habitual] grace, which is the principle of merit. 
The third turning to God is that whereby a man 
disposes himself so that he may have grace; for 
this no habitual grace is required, but the opera- 
tion of God, Who draws the soul towards Him- 
self, according to Lament. 5. 21: Convert us, 
O Lord, to Thee, and we shall be converted. 
Hence it is clear that there is no need to go.on 
to infinity. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angels Were Created 
in Grace? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article; It 
would seem that the angels were not created 
in grace. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Gen, ad lit. 
ii. 8)! that the angelic nature was first made 
without form, and was called heaven; but after- 
wards it received its form, and was then called 
light. But such formation comes from grace. 
Therefore they were not created in grace. 

Obj. 2. Further, grace turns the rational crea- 
ture towards God. Ii, therefore, the angel had 
been created in grace, no angel would ever have 
turned away from God. 

Obj. 3. Further, grace comes midway between 
nature and glory. But the angels were not made 
blessed in their creation. Therefore it seems 
that they were not created in grace, but that 
they were first created in nature only, and then 
received grace, and that last of all they were 
made blessed. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,? “Who 
wrought the good will of the angels? Who, save 
Him Who created them with His will, that is, 
with the pure love wherewith they cling to Him, 
at the same time building up their nature and 
bestowing grace on them?” 

I answer that, Although there are conflicting 
opinions on this point, some holding that the 
angels were created only in a natural state? 

1PL 44, 260; also, 1, 3, 9 (247, 248); 111, 202 (292). 

2 City of God, xm, 9 (PL 41, 357). 

3 William of Auxerre, Summa Aurea, 11, 1, 1 (fol. 35rb); 
Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1-1, n. 100 (QR 0, 
126); Bonaventure, Jn Sent., 1, d. IV, A. 1, Q. 1 (QR o, 
134). See also Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., I, pt. V, 
chap. 19 (PL 176, 254); Lombard, Sent,, 11, d. m1, chap. 4 
(QR 1, 320); d. IV, chap. 1 (QR 1, 324). 
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while others maintain that they were created 
in grace;' yet it seems more probable, and more 
in keeping with the sayings of holy men, that 
they were created in sanctifying grace. For we 
see that all things which, in the process of time, 
created by the work of Divine Providence, were 
produced by the operation of God, were created 
in the first fashioning of things according to 
seedlike forms (seminales rationes), as Augus- 
tine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 3),? such as trees, 
animals, and the rest. Now it is evident that 
sanctifying grace bears the same relation to 
Happiness as the seedlike form in nature does to 
the natural effect; hence (I John 3. 9) grace is 
called the seed of God. As, then, in Augustine's 
opinion it is contended that the seedlike forms 
of all natural effects were implanted in the crea- 
ture when corporeally created, so, straightway 
from the beginning the angels were created in 
grace. 

Reply Obj. 1. Such absence of form in the 
angels can be understood either in relation to 
their formation in glory, and so the absence of 
formation preceded formation by priority of 
time. Or else it can be understood of the for- 
mation according to grace, and so it did not pre- 
cede in the order of time, but in the order of na- 
ture; as Augustine holds with regard to the for- 
mation of corporeal things (Gen. ad lit. i, 15).5 

Reply Obj. 2. Every form inclines the subject 
after the mode of the subject’s nature. Now it is 
the mode of an intellect nature to be inclined 
freely towards the objects it desires. Conse- 
quently the inclination of grace does not impose 
necessity; but he who has grace can fail to make 
use of it, and can sin. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although in the order of nature 
grace comes midway between nature and glory, 
nevertheless, in the order of time, in created 
nature, glory is not simultaneous with nature, 
because glory is the end of the operation of na- 
ture helped by grace. But grace does not stand 
as the end of operation, because it is not of 
works, but as the principle of right operation. 
Therefore it was fitting for grace to be given 
straightway with nature. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether a Blessed Angel Merits His 
Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the blessed angel did not merit 
his Happiness. 


1 Praepositinus, Summa (cf. note to S.T. of Alexander 
of Hales—QR Hn, 125, n. 2); Albert the Great, Jn Sent., 01, 
d. 3, A. 12 (BO xxvii, 85); See below, Q. xcv, A. 1. 

PL 34, 374; V, 4, 23 (324, 338). 

® PL 34, 257; V, 5 (326). 
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Objection 1. For merit arises from the diffi- 
culty of the meritorious act. But the angel ex- 
perienced no difficulty in acting well. Therefore 
@ good action was not meritorious for him. 

Obj. 2. Further, we do not merit by merely 
natural operations. But it was quite natural for 
the angel to turn to God. Therefore he did not 
thereby merit Happiness. 

Obj. 3. Further, if a blessed angel merited his 
Happiness, he did so either before he had it, or 
else afterwards. But it was not before, because, 
in the opinion of many, he had no grace before 
by which to merit it. Nor did he merit it after- 
wards, because thus he would be meriting it 
now, which is clearly false, because in that case 
a lower angel could by meriting rise up to the 
rank of a higher, and the distinct degrees of 
grace would not be permanent, which is not ad- 
missible. Consequently the angel did not merit 
his Happiness. 

On the contrary, It is stated (Apoc. 21. 17) 
that the mcasure of the angel in that heavenly 
Jerusalem is the measure of a man. But man 
can only reach Happiness by merit. Therefore 
the same is the case with the angel. 

I answer that, Perfect Happiness is natural 
only to God, because being and Happiness are 
one and the same thing in Him. Happiness, how- 
ever, is not of the nature of the creature, but is 
its end. Now everything attains its last end by 
its operation. Such operation leading to the end 
is either productive of the end, when such end 
is not beyond the power of the agent working 
for the end, as the healing art is productive 
of health; or else it is deserving of the end, 
when such end is bevond the capacity of the 
agent striving to attain it, and therefore it 
is looked for from another’s bestowing. Now 
it is evident from what has gone before (A. 1; 
Q. XII, A. 4), ultimate Happiness exceeds both 
the angelic and the human nature. It remains, 
then, that both man and ange! merited their 
Happiness. 

And if the angel was created in grace, without 
which there is no merit, there would be no diffi- 
culty in saying that he merited Happiness; as 
also, jf one were to say that he had grace in any 
way before he had glory. But if he had no grace 
before entering upon Happiness, it would then 
have to be said that he had Happiness without 
merit, even as we have grace. This, however, is 
against the idea of Happiness, “which has the 
notion of an end, and is the reward of virtue,” 
as even the Philosopher says.‘ Or else it will 
have to be said, as some others have main- 


4 Ethics, 1, 7, 9 (1097°34; 109916). 
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tained,’ that the angels merit Happiness by 
their divine ministrations while they already en- 
joy that Happiness. This is quite contrary, 
again, to the notion of merit, since merit con- 
veys the idea of a means to an end, while what 
is already in its end cannot, properly speaking, 
be moved towards that end; and so no one 
merits what he already enjoys. Or else it will 
have to be said that one and the same act of 
turning to God, so far as it comes of free choice, 
is meritorious, and so far as it attains the end, 
is the enjoyment of Happiness. Even this view 
will not stand, because free choice is not the 
sufficient cause of merit, and, consequently, an 
act cannot be meritorious as coming from free 
choice, except in so far as it is informed by 
grace; but it cannot at the same time be in- 
formed by imperfect grace, which is the prin- 
ciple of meriting, and by perfect grace, which 
is the principle of enjoying. Hence it does not 
appear to be possible for anyone to enjoy Hap- 
piness and at the same time to merit it. Conse- 
quently it is better to say that the angel had 
grace before he was admitted to Happiness, 
and that by such grace he merited Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1. The angel’s difficulty of doing 
well does not come from any contrariety or 
hindrance of natural powers, but from the fact 
that the good work is beyond his natural ca- 
pacity. 

Reply Obj. 2. An angel did not merit Happi- 
ness by natural turning towards God, but by the 
turning towards God of charity, which comes 
of grace. 

The answer to the third objection is evident 
from what we have said. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Angel Obtained Hap- 
piness Immediately After One Act of Merit? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the angel did not possess Hap- 
piness instantly after one act of merit. 

Objection 1. For it is more difficult for a man 
to do well than for an angel. But man is not re- 
warded at once after one act of merit. There- 
fore neither was the angel. 

Obj. 2. Further, an angel could act at once, 
and in an instant, from the very outset of his 
creation, for even natural bodies begin to be 
moved in the very instant of their creation; and 
if the movement of a body could be instantane- 
ous, like operations of mind and will, it would 
have movement in the first instant of its gene- 
ration. Consequently, if the angel merited Hap- 


1Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., u, v, 6 (QR 1, 329); also, 
Albertus Magnus, In Sent., u, v, 7 (BO xxvul, 124). 
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piness by one act of his will, be merited it in the 
first instant of his creation; and so, if their 
Happiness was not kept back, then the angels 
were in Happiness in the first instant. 

Obj. 3. Further, there must be many intervals 
between things which are far apart. But the 
Happiness state of the angels is very far from 
their natural condition, while merit comes mid- 
way between. Therefore the angel would have 
to pass through many stages of merit in order 
to reach Happiness. 

On the contrary, Man’s soul and an angel are 
ordered alike for Happiness; consequently 
equality with angels is promised to the saints 
(Luke, 20. 36). Now the soul separated from 
the body, if it has merit deserving Happiness, 
enters at once into Happiness, unless there be 
some obstacle. Therefore so does an angel. Now 
an angel instantly, in his first act of charity, 
had the merit of Happiness. Therefore, since 
there was no obstacle within him, he passed at 
once into Happiness by only one meritorious 
act. 

I answer that, The angel was made blessed in- 
stantly after the first act of charity, whereby 
he merited Happiness. The reason for this is 
that grace perfects nature according to the man- 
ner of the nature; just as every perfection is 
recelved in the subject capable of perfection, 
according to its mode. Now it is proper to the 
angelic nature to receive its natural perfection 
not by passing from one stage to another, but 
to have it at once naturally, as was shown above 
(Q. Lvur, A. 3). But as the angel is of his nature 
ordered to natural perfection, so is he by 
merit ordered to glory. Hence instantly after 
merit the angel secured Happiness. Now the 
merit of Happiness in angel and man alike can 
be from merely one act, because man merits 
Happiness by every act informed by charity. 
Hence it remains that an angel was made bless- 
ed straightway after one act informed by 
charity. 

Reply Obj. 1. Man was not intended naturally 
to secure his ultimate perfection at once, like 
the angel. Hence a longer way was assigned to 
man than to the angel for meriting Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 2. The angel is above the time of 
corporeal things; hence the various instants re- 
garding the angels are not to be taken except as 
reckoning the succession of their acts. Now 
their act which merited Happiness could not be 
in them simultaneously with the act of Happi- 
ness, which is enjoyment, since the one belongs 
to imperfect grace and the other to perfected 
grace. Consequently, we must admit different 


gad 
instants, ‘in one of which thé’ angel merited 
Happiness, and in another was made happy. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is of the nature of an angel 
instantly to attain the perfection to which he is 
ordained. Consequently, only one meritorious 
act is required; hence this act can be called an 
interval because through it the angel is brought 
to Happiness. 


Aaticie 6. Whether the Angels Received 
Grace and Glory According to the Degree 
af Their Natural Gifts? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the angels did not receive 
grace and glory according to the degrec of chee 
natural gifts. 

' Objection 1. For grace is bestowed of God's 
will alone. Therefore the degree of grace de- 
pends on God’s will, and not on the degree of 
their natural gifts. 

QOb;. 2. Further, a human act seems to be 
more closely allied with grace than nature is, 
because a human act is preparatory to grace. 
But grace does not come of works, as is said 
Rom. 11. 6. Therefore much less does the de- 
gree of grace depend upon the degree of their 
natural gifts. 

' Obj. 3. Further, man and angel are alike or- 
dained for happiness or grace. But man does not 
receive more grace according to the degree of 
his natural gifts. Therefore neither does the 
angel. 

On the contrary, Is the saying of the Master 
of the Sentences (Sent. ii, d. 3). that “those 
angels who were created with more subtle na- 
tures and of keener intelligence in wisdom, 
were likewise endowed with greater gifts of 
grace.” 

I answer that, It is reasonable to suppose 
that gifts of graces and perfection of Happi- 
ness were bestowed on the angels according to 
the degree of their natural gifts. The reason for 
this can be drawn from two sources. 

First of all, on the part of God, Who, in the 
order of His wisdom, established various de- 
grees in the angelic nature. Now as the angelic 
nature was made by God for attaining grace and 
Happiness, so likewise the grades of the angelic 
nature seem to be ordained for the various de- 
grees of grace and glory; just as when, for ex- 
ample, the builder chisels the stones for build- 
ing a house, from the fact that he prepares some 
more artistically and more fittingly than others, 
it is clear that he is setting them apart for the 
more ornate part of the house. So it seems that 

1 Chap. 2 (QR 1, 318). 
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God destined those angels for greater gifts of 
grace and fuller Happiness, whom He made of a 
higher nature. : 

Secondly, the same is evident on the part of 
the angel. The angel is not a compound of dif- 
ferent natures, so that the inclination of the one 
hinders or retards the tendency of the other; 
as happens in man, in whom the movement of 
his intellectual part is either retarded or hind- 
ered by the inclination of his sensitive part. 
But when there is nothing to retard or hinder it, 
nature is moved with its whole energy. So it is 
reasonable to suppose that the angels who had 
a higher nature were turned to God more force- 
fully and efficaciously. The same thing happens 
in men, since greater grace and glory are be- 
stowed according to the greater intensity of 
their turning to God. Hence it appears that the 
angels who had the greater natural powers, had 
the more grace and glory. 

Reply Obj. 1. As grace comes of God’s will 
alone, so likewise does the nature of the angel; 
and as God’s will ordered nature for grace, so 
did it order the various degrces of nature to the 
various degrees of grace. 

Reply Obj. 2. The acts of the rational crea- 
ture are from the creature itself, whereas na- 
ture is immediately from God. Accordingly it 
seems rather that grace is bestowed according 
to degree of nature than according to works. 

Reply Obj. 3. Diversity of natural gifts is in 
one way in the angels, who differ according to 
species, and in quite another way in men, who 
differ only numerically. For specific difference 
is on account of the end, while numerical differ- 
ence is because of the matter. Furthermore, 
there is something in man which can impede or 
retard the movement of his intellectual nature, 
but not in the angels. Consequently the argu- 
ment is not the same for both. 


ArTIcLeE 7. Whether Natural Kuowledge and 
Love Remain in the Beatified Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that natural knowledge and love do 
not remain jn the beatified angels. 

Objection 1. For it is said (I Cor. 13. ro): 
When that which is perfect 1s come, then that 
which is in part shall be done away. But natural 
love and knowledge are imperfect in comparison 
with knowledge and love that is blessed. There- 
fore, in Happiness, natural knowledge and love 
cease. 

Obj, 2. Further, where one suffices, another 
is superfluous. But the knowledge and love of 
glory suffice for the blessed angels. Therefore it 
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“would be superfluous for their natural Kom: 
ledge and love to remain. 

Obj. 3. Further, the same power has not i 
simultaneous acts, as the same line cannot, at 
the same end, be terminated in two points. But 
the blessed angels are always exercising their 
beatified knowledge and love; for, as is said in 
the Ethics, “happiness consists not in habit, 
but in act.” Therefore there can never be natu- 
ral knowledge and love in the angels. 

On the contrary, So long as a nature endures, 
its operation remains. But Happiness does not 
destroy nature, since it is its perfection. There- 
fore it does not take away natural knowledge 
and love. 

I answer that, Natural knowledge and love re- 
main in the angels. For as principles of opera- 
tions are mutually related, so are the operations 
themselves. Now it is manifest that nature is re- 
lated to Happiness as first to second, because 
Happiness always is added to nature. But the 
first must always be preserved in the second. 
Consequently nature must be preserved in Hap- 
piness, and in like manner the act of nature 
must be preserved in the act of Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1. The advent of a perfection re- 
moves the opposite imperfection. Now the im- 
perfection of nature is not opposed to the per- 
fection of Happiness, but underlies it; just as 
the imperfection of the power underlies the per- 
fection of the form. and the power is not taken 
away by the form, but the privation which is 
opposed to the form. In the same way, the im- 
perfection of natural knowledge is not opposed to 
the perfection of the knowledge inglory, fornoth- 
ing hinders us from knowing a thing at the same 
time through various mediums, as a thing may be 
known at the one time through a probable medi- 
um and through a demonstrative one. In like man- 
ner, an angel can know God by His essence, and 
this appertains to his knowledge of glory; and at 
the same time he can know God by his own es- 
sence, which belongs to his natural knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 2. All things which make up Hap- 
piness are sufficient of themselves. But in order 
for them to exist, they presuppose the natural 
gifts, because no Happiness is self-subsisting ex- 
cept the uncreated Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 3. There cannot be two operations 
of the one power at the one time, unless one is 
ordered to the other. But natural knowledge 
and love are ordered to the knowledge and love 
of glory. Accordingly there is nothing to hinder 
natural knowledge and love from existing in the 
angel together with those of glory. 

1 Aristotle, 1, 8 (1098"33). 
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We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that a blessed angel can sin. 

Objection 1. For, as was said above (A. 7), 
Happiness does not do away with nature. But it 
is of the very notion of created nature that it 
can fail, Therefore a blessed angel can sin. 

Obj. 2. Further, “the rational powers are re- 
lated to opposites,” as the Philosopher. ob- . 
serves.? But the will of the angel in Happiness 
does not cease to be rational. Therefore it is in- 
clined towards good and evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, it pertains to the liberty of 
choice that man be able to choose good or. evil. 
But the freedom of choice is not lessened in the 
blessed angels. Therefore they can sin. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad iif: 
xi)? that there is “in the holy angels” that nature 
which is not able to sin. Therefore the holy 
angels cannot sin. 

I answer that, The blessed angels are not able 
to sin. The reason for this is because their Hap- 
piness consists in seeing God through His es- 
sence. Now, God’s essence is the very essence 
of goodness. Consequently the angel seeing God 
is in the same way towards God as anyone else 
not seeing God is to the common notion of 
goodness. Now it is impossible for any man 
either to will or to do anything except aiming 
at what is good, or for him to wish to turn away 
from good as such. Therefore the blessed angel 
can neither will nor act, except as aiming to- 
wards God. Now whoever wills or acts in this 
manner is not able to sin. Consequently the 
blessed angel cannot sin. 

Reply Obj. 1. Created good, considered in it- 
self, can fail. But from its perfect union with 
the uncreated good, such as is the union of Hap- 
piness, it is rendered unable to sin, for the rea- 
gon already given. 

Reply Obj. 2. The rational powers are related 
to opposites in the things to which they are not 
ordered naturally; but as to the things to which 
they are naturally ordered, they are not related 
to opposites. For the intellect cannot not assent 
to naturally known principles; in the same way, 
the will cannot not adhere to good, as good, be- 
cause the will is naturally ordered to good as to 
its proper object. Consequently the will of the 
angels is related to opposites, as to doing many 
things, or not doing them. But they have no re- 
lation to opposites with regard to God Himself. 
Whom they see to be the essence itself of Boot: 

2 Metaphysics, 1x, 2 (1046%5). 

2 Chap. 7 (PL 34, 433). 


324 
ness, but in all things their aim is towards God, 
whichever alternative they choose. And this is 
without sin. 

Reply Obj. 3. Free choice in its choice of 
means to an end is disposed just as the intellect 
is to conclusions. Now it is evident that it per- 
tains to the power of the intellect to be able to 
proceed to different conclusions, according to 
given principles, but for it to proceed to some 
conclusion by neglecting the order of the prin- 
ciples comes of its own defect. Hence it per- 
tains to the perfection of its liberty for free 
choice to be able to choose between opposite 
things, keeping the order of the end in view. 
But it pertains to the defect of liberty for it to 
choose anything by turning away from the ord- 
er of the end. And this is to sin. Hence there is 
greater liberty of choice in the angels, who are 
not able to sin, than there is in ourselves, who 
are able to sin. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether the Blessed Angels 
Advance in Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
would seem that the blessed angels can advance 
in Happiness. 

Objection 1. For charity is the principle of 
merit. But there is perfect charity in the angels. 
Therefore the blessed angels can merit. Now, as 
merit increases, the reward of Happiness in- 
creases. Therefore the blessed angels can pro- 
gress in Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says! that God 
“makes use of us for our own gain, and for His 
own goodness.” The same thing happens to the 
angels, whom He uses for spiritual ministrations, 
since they are all (Vulg., Are they not all... ?) 
ministering spirits, sent to minister for them 
who shall recetve the inheritance of salvation 
(Heb. 1. 14). This would not be for their gain 
were they not to merit thereby, nor to advance 
in Happiness. It remains, then, that the blessed 
angels can merit, and can advance in Happi- 
ness. 

Obj. 3. Further, it argues imperfection for 
anyone not occupying the foremost place not 
to be able to advance. But the angels are not in 
the highest degree of Happiness. Therefore, if 
unable to ascend higher, it would appear that 
there is imperfection and defect in them, which 
is not admissible. 

On the contrary, Merit and progress belong 
to this present condition of life. But angels are 
not wayfarers travelling towards beatitude, 
they are already in possession of Happiness. 

1 Christian Doctrine, 1, 32 (PL 34, 32)- 
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Consequently the blessed angels can neither 
merit nor advance in Happiness. 

I answer that, In every movement the mov- 
er’s intention is centred upon one determined 
end, to which he intends to lead the movable 
subject, because intention looks to the end, 
which the notion of infinity opposes. Now it is 
evident, since the rational creature cannot of its 
own power attain to its Happiness, which con- 
sists in the vision of God. as is clear from what 
has gone before (A. 1, Q. x11, A. 4), that it needs 
to be moved by God towards its Happiness. 
Therefore there must be some one determined 
thing to which every rational creature is di- 
rected as to its last end. 

Now this one determinate thing cannot, in 
the vision of God. consist precisely in that which 
is seen, for the Supreme Truth is seen by all the 
blessed in various degrees. But it pertains to the 
mode of vision, that diverse terms are fixed 
beforehand by the intention of Him Who di- 
rects towards the end. For it is impossible that 
as the rational creature is led on to the vision of 
the Supreme Essence, it should he led on in the 
same way to the supreme mode of vision, which 
is comprehension, for this belongs to God only; 
as is evident from what was said above (a. 
XII, A. 7; Q. XIV. A. 3). But since infinite eff- 
cacy is required for comprehending God. while 
the creature’s efficacy in beholding 1s only finite, 
and since every finite thing is in infinite degrees 
removed from the infinite, it comes to pass that 
the rational creature understands God more or 
less clearly according to many degrees. And as 
Happiness consists in the vision itself, so the 
degree of vision lies in a certam mode of the 
vision. 

Theréfore every rational creature is so led by 
God to the end of its Happiness that from God’s 
predestination it is brought even to a deter- 
minate degree of Happiness. Consequently 
when that degree is once secured it cannot pass 
to a higher degree. 

Reply Obj. 1. Merit belongs to him who is 
moved to an end. Now the rational creature is 
moved towards its end, not only by being acted 
upon,, but also by working actively. If the end 
is within the power of the rational creature, 
then its action is said to procure the end, just 
as man acquires knowledge by reflection; but 
if the end be beyond ils power, and is looked 
for from another, then the action will be meri- 
torious of the end. But what is already in the 
ultimate term is not said to be moved, but to 
have been moved. Consequently, to merit be- 
longs to the imperfect charity of this life, while 
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perfect charity does not merit, but rather enjoys 
the reward. Even as in acquired habits, the 
operation preceding the habit is productive of 
the habit, but the operation from an acquired 
habit is both perfect and enjoyable. In the same 
way the act of perfect charity has no aspect of 
merit, but belongs rather to the perfection of 
the reward. 

Reply Obj. 2. A thing can be termed useful 
in two ways. First of all, as being on the way to 
an end; and so the merit of Happiness is useful. 
Secondly, as the part is useful for the whole; as 


for instance the wall for a house. In this way. 


the angelic ministerings are useful for the bless- 
ed angels since they are a part of their Happi- 
ness; for to pour out acquired perfection upon 
others is of the nature of what is perfect, con- 
sidered as perfect. 

Reply Obj, 3. Although a blessed angel is not 
absolutely in the highest degree of Happiness, 
yct, as to himself he is in the highest degree, 
according to Divine predestination. Neverthe- 
less the joy of the angels can be increased with 
regard to the salvation of such as are saved by 
their ministrations, according to Luke 15. ro: 
There is (Vulg., shall be) joy before the angels 
of God upon one sinner doing penance. Such 
joy belongs to their accidental reward, which 
can be increased up to the judgment day. 
Hence some writers say! that they can merit as 
to their accidental reward. But it is better to 
siy,that the Blessed can in no way merit, with- 
out heing at the same time a wayfarer and one 
comprehending, like Christ, Who alone was 
such. For the Blessed acquire such joy by vir- 
tue of their Happiness, rather than by merit. 


QUESTION LNIITI 
THE MALICE OF THE ANGELS WITH 
REGARD TO SIN 
(In Nine Articles) 


In the next place we must consider how 
angels became evil: first of all with regard to 
the evil of fault; and secondly, as to the evil of 
punishment (Q. Lx1V). Under the first heading 
there are nine points for consideration: (1) Can 
there be evil of faults in the angels? (2) What 
kind of sins can be in them? (3) What did the 
angel seek in sinning? (4) Supposing that some 
became evil by a sin of their own choosing, 
are any of them naturally evil? (5) Supposing 
that it is not so, could any one of them become 


1Wm. of Paris, De Univ., nt-11, chap. 156 (ur, 948); cf. 
Glossa ordin., on Num. 25.5 (1, 311C); Origen, In Num., 
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evil in the first: instant of his creation by an 
act of his own will? (6) Supposing that he did’ 
not, was there any interval between his crea- 
tion and fall? (7) Was the highest of them who 
fell, absolutely the highest among the angels? 
(8) Was the sin of the foremost angel the cause 
of the others sinning? (9) Did as many sin as 
remained steadfast? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Evil of Fault Can Be 
in the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that there can be no evil of fault 
in the angels. 

Objection 1. For there can be no evil, except 
in things which are in potency, as is said by the 
Philosopher,’? because the subject of privation 
is a being in potency. But the angels have not 
being in potency, since they are subsisting 
forms. Therefore there can be no evil of fault, 
in them. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angels are higher than 
the heavenly bodies. But philosophers say’ that 
there cannot be evil in the heavenly bodies. 
Therefore neither can there be in the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is natural to a thing is 
always in it. But it is natural for the angels to 
be moved by the movement of love towards 
God. Therefore such love cannot be withdrawn 
from them. But in loving God they do not sin. 
Consequently the angels cannot sin. 

Obj. 4. Further, desire is only of what is good 
or apparently good. Now for the angels there 
can be no apparent good which is not a true 
good, because in them either there can be no 
error at all, or at Jeast not before guilt. There- 
fore the angels can desire only what is truly 
good. But no one sins by desiring what is truly 
good. Consequently the angel does not sin by 
desire. ; 

On the contrary, It is said (Job. 4. 18): in 
His angels He found wickedness. 

I answer that, An angel or any other rational 
creature considered in his own nature. is able to 
sin; and to whatever creature it belongs not to 
be able to sin, such creature has it as a gift of 
grace, and not from the condition of nature. 
The reason of this Js because sinning is nothing 
else than a deviation from that rightness which 
an act ought to have, whether we speak of sin 
In nature, in things made or in morals. That 
act alone, the rule of which is the very power of 


2 Melaphysics, 1x, 9 (1051°18). 
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the agent, ‘can never’ fall short of rectitude. 
Were the craftsman’s hand the rule itself en- 
gtaving, he could not engrave the wood other- 
wise than tightly; but if the rightness of engrav- 
ing be judged by another rule, then the engrav- 
ing may be right or faulty. Now the Divine will 
is. the sole rule of God’s act, because it is not 
ordered to any higher end. But every created 
will has rectitude of act so far only as it is regu- 
lated according to the Divine will, to which the 
last end is to be referred, just as every will of 
a subordinate ought to be regulated by the will 
of his superior; for instance, the soldier’s will, 
according to the will of his commanding officer. 
Thus only in the Divine will is there not able 
to be sin, whereas there can be sin in the will of 
every creature, considering the condition of its 
nature. 

Reply Obj. 1. In the angels there is no po- 
tency to natural being. Yet there is potency in 
their intellectual part, according as it is inclined 
to this or that thing. In the respect there can be 
evil in them. 

Reply Obj. 2. The heavenly bodies have none 
but a natural operation. Therefore as there can 
be no evil of corruption in their nature, so 
neither can there be evil of disorder in their 
natural action. But besides their natural action 
there is the action of free choice in the angels, 
by reason of which evil may be in them. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is natural for the angel to 
turn to God by the movement of love. according 
as God is the principle of his natural being. But 
for him to turn to God as the object of super- 
natural Happiness, comes of freely given love, 
from which he could be turned away by sinning. 

Reply Obj. 4. Mortal sin occurs in two ways 
in the act of free choice. First, when something 
evil is chosen; as man sins by choosing adul- 
tery, which is evil of itself. Such sin always 
comes of ignorance or error. Otherwise what is 
evil would never be chosen as good. The adul- 
terer errs in the particular, choosing this delight 
of a disordered act as something good to be per- 
formed now, from the inclination of passion or 
of habit, even though he does not err in his uni- 
versal judgment, but retains a right opinion in 
this respect. In this way there can be no sin in 
the angel, because there are no passions in the 
angels to fetter reason or intellect, as is mani- 
fest from what has been said above (Q. LIX, A. 
4); nor, again, could any habit inclining to sin 
precede their first sin. In another way sin comes 
of free choice by choosing something good in it- 
self, but not according to the order of due meas- 
ure or rule, so that the defect which induces 
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sin is only’ on the part of the choice which does 
not have its due order (except on the part of 
the thing chosen); as if one were to pray with- 
out heeding the order established by the 
Church. Such a sin does not presuppose ignor- 
ance, but merely absence of consideration of the 
things which ought to be considered. In this 
way the angel sinned, by seeking his own good, 
from his own free choice, without being or- 
dered to the rule of the Divine will, 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Only the Sin of Pride and 
Envy Can Exist in an Angel? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there can be other sins in the 
angels besides those of pride and envy. 

Objection 1. Because whosoever can delight 
in any kind of sin can fall into the sin itself. 
But the demons delight even in the obscenities 
of carnal sins, as Augustine says.’ Therefore 
there can also be carnal sins in the demons, 

Obj. 2. Further, as pride and envy are spiri- 
tual sins, so are acedia, avarice, and anger. But 
spiritual sins are concerned with the spirit, just 
as carnal sins are with the flesh. Therefore not 
only can there be pride and envy in the angels, 
but likewise acedia and avarice. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Gregory 
(Moral. xxxi),? “many vices spring from pride; 
and in like manner from envy.” But, if the 
cause is granted, the effect follows. If, there- 
fore. there can be pride and envy in the angels, 
for the same reason there can likewise be other 
vices in them. 

On the contrary, Augustine says® that ‘the 
devil is not a fornicator nor a drunkard, nor 
anything of the like sort; yet he is proud and 
envious.” 

I answer that, Sin can be in a subject in two 
ways: first of all by actual guilt, and secondly 
by affection. As to guilt, all sins are in the de- 
mons, since by leading men to sin they incur 
the guilt of all sins. But as to affection, only 
those sins can be in the demons which can be- 
long to a spiritual nature. Nowa spiritual nature 
cannot be affected by such goods as are proper 
to badies, but only by such as are in keeping 
with spiritual things, because nothing is affected 
except with regard to something which is in 
some way suited to its nature. But there can be 
no sin when anyone is incited to good of the 
spiritual order, unless in such affection the rule 
of the superior be not kept. And this is the sin 

1 City of God, 11, 4, 26 (PL 41, 50, 74). 
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of pride;~not tobe sabject. toa superior where 
subjection is due. Consequently the Srst sin of 
the angel can be none other than pride. 

' Yet, as a consequence, it was possible: for 
envy also to be in them, since for the affection 
to tend to the desire of something involves on 
its part resistance to anything contrary, Now 
the envious man sorrows over the good pos- 
sessed by another, because he considers his 
neighbour’s good to be a hindrance to his own. 
But another’s good could not be considered a 
hindrance to the good coveted by the wicked 
angel except in so far as he coveted a singular 
excellence, which would cease to be singular 
because of the excellence of some other. So, 
after the sin of pride, there followed the evil of 
envy in the sinning angel whereby he grieved 
over man’s good, and also over the Divine excel- 
lence, according as against the devil’s will God 
makes use of man for the Divine glory. 

Reply Obj, 1. The demons do not delight in 
the obscenities of the sins of the flesh as if they 
themselves were disposed to carnal pleasures; 
it is wholly through envy that they take pleas- 
ure in all sorts of human sins, so far as these 
are hindrances to a man’s good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Avarice, considered as a special 
kind of sin, is the immoderate desire of tem- 
poral things which serve the use of human life, 
and which can be estimated in value by money; 
to these things demons are not inclined, any 
more than they are to carnal pleasures. Con- 
sequently avarice properly so called cannot be 
in them. But if every immoderate egrced of pos- 
sessing any created good be termed avarice, in 
this way avarice is contained under the pride 
which is in the demons. But anger implies pas- 
sion, and so does concupiscence. Consequently 
they can only exist metaphorically in the de- 
mons. Acedia is a kind of sadness, whereby a 
man becomes sluggish in spiritual] exercises be- 
cause they weary the body, which does not ap- 
ply to the demons. So it is evident that pride 
and envy are the only spiritual sins which can 
be found in demons, yet so that envy is not to 
be taken for a passion, but for a will resisting 
the good of another. 

Reply Obj. 3. Under envy and pride, as found 
in the demons, are comprised all other sins de- 
rived from them. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Devil Desired To Be 
As God? 
We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 


would seem that the devil did not desire to be 
as God. 


Objection: 1. Fort: what. does ‘et. fall under 
apprehension, ‘does. not fall under dasire,’ ‘be- 
cause the good which is apprehended moves 
the appetite, whether sensible, rational,-or in- 
tellectual, and sin consists only in ‘such desire. 
But for any creature to be God’s equal does not 
fall under apprehension, because it implies a 
contradiction, for if the finite equals the in- 
finite, then it would itself be infinite. Therefore 
an angel could not desire to be as God. 

Obj. 2. Further, the natural end can. always 
be desired without sin. But to be likened to God 
is the end to which every creature naturally 
tends. If, therefore, the angel desired to be as 
God, not by equality, but by likeness, it would 
seem that he did not thereby sin. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angel was created with 
greater fulness of wisdom than man. But no 
man, save a fool, ever makes choice of being the 
equal of an angel, still less of God, because 
choice regards only things which are possible, 
regarding which one takes deliberation. There- 
fore much less did the angel sin by desiring to 
be as God. 

On the contrary, It is said, in the person of 
the devil (Isa. 14. 13, 14), J will ascend into 
heaven, ... JI will be like the Most High. And 
Augustine (De Qu. Vet. Test., cxiii)! says that 
being inflated with pride, “he wished to be 
called God.” 

I answer that, Without doubt the angel 
sinned by seeking to be as God. But this can be 
understood in two ways: first, by equality; sec- 
ondly, by likeness. He could not seek to be as 
God in the first way, because by natural knowl- 
edge he knew that this was impossiblé, and 
there was no habit preceding his first sinful act, 
nor any passion fettering his knowing power, so 
as to lead him to choose what was impossible 
by failing with regard to some particular, as 
sometimes happens in ourselves. And even sup- 
posing it were possible, it would be against the 
natural desire, because there exists in every- 
thing the natural desire of preserving its own 
being, which would not be preserved were it to 
be changed into another nature. Consequently, 
no thing of a lower order can ever desire the 
grade of a higher nature, just as an ass does not 
desire to be a horse; for were it to be so up- 
raised, it would cease to be itself. But here the 
imagination plays us false; for one is liable to 
think that because a man seeks to occupy a 
higher grade as to accidentals, which can in- 
crease without the destruction of the subject, 
he can also seek a higher grade of nature, to 
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which he could not attain without ceasing to be. 
Now it is quite evident that God surpasses the 
angels not merely in accidentals, but also in 
degree of nature; and one angel, another. Con- 
sequently it is impossible for one angel of lower 
degree to desire equality with a higher, and still 
more to covet equality with God. 

To desire to be as God according to likeness 
can happen in two ways. In one way, as to that 
likeness whereby everything is made to be lik- 
ened to God. And so, if anyone desire in this 
way to be Godlike, he commits no sin, provided 
that he desires such likeness in proper order, 
that is to say, that he may obtain it of God. 
But he would sin were he to desire to be like 
God even in the right way, as of his own, and 
not of God's power. In another way one may 
desire to be like God in some respect which is 
not natural to one, as if one were to desire to 
create heaven and earth, which is proper to 
God, in which desire there would he sin. It was 
in this way that the devil desired to be as God. 
Not that he desired to resemble God by being 
subject to no one else absolutely, for so he 
would be desiring his own non-being, since no 
creature can be except by participating being 
under God. But he desired to be like God in 
this respect,—by desiring, as his last end of 
Happiness that which he could attain by the 
power of his own nature, turning his desire 
away from supernatural Happiness, which is 
attained by God's grace. Or, if desiring as his 
last end that likeness of God which is bestowed 
by grace, he sought to have it by the power of 
his own nature, and not from Divine assistance 
according to God's ordering. This harmonizes 
with Anselm’s opinion, who says! that he sought 
that to which he would have come had he stood 
fast. These two views in a manner coincide; 
because according to both, he sought to have 
final happiness of his own power, whereas this 
is proper to God alone. 

Since, then, what exists of itself is the prin- 
ciple and cause of what exists of another, it fol- 
lows also from this that he sought to have 
dominion over others, wherein he also perverse- 
ly wished to be like God. 

From this we have the answer to all the ob- 
jections. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Any of the Demons Are 
Naturally Wicked? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that some demons are naturally 
wicked. 

1 De casu diaboli, chap. 6 (PL 158, 337). 
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Objection 1. For Porphyry says, as quoted 
by Augustine?: “There is a class of demons of 
crafty nature, pretending that they are gods 
and the souls of the dead.” But to be deceitful 
is to be evil. Therefore some demons are natur- 
ally wicked. 

Obj. 2. Further, as the angels are created by 
God, so are men. But some men are naturally 
wicked, of whom it is said (Wisd. 12, 10): 
Their malice was natural. Therefore some an- 
gels may be naturally wicked. 

Obj. 3. Further, some irrational animals have 
wicked dispositions by nature; thus the fox is 
naturally sly, and the wolf naturally rapacious, 
yet they are God’s creatures. Therefore, al- 
though the demons are God’s creatures, they 
may be naturally wicked. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)® that “the demons are not naturally 
wicked.” 

I answer that, Everything which is, so far as 
it is and has some nature, tends naturally to- 
wards some good, since it comes from a good 
principle; because the effect always reverts to 
its principle. Now a particular good may hap- 
pen to have some evil connected with it; thus 
fire has this evil connected with it that it con- 
sumes other things. But with the universal 
good no evil can be connected. If, then, there 
be anything whose nature is ordered towards 
some particular good, it can tend naturally to 
some evil; not as evil, but accidentally, as 
joined to some good. But if anything of its na- 
ture be ordered to good in general, then of its 
own nature it cannot be inclined to evil. Now 
it is manifest that every intellectual nature is 
ordered to the universal good, which it can ap- 
prehend and which is the object of the will. 
Hence, since the demons are intellectual sub- 
stances, they can in no way have a natural in- 
clination towards any evil whatsoever. Con- 
sequently they cannot be naturzi’y evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine in the same place re- 
bukes Porphyry for saying that the demons are 
naturally deceitful saying that they are not 
naturally 30, but of their own will. Now the 
reason why Porphyry held that they are natu- 
rally deceitful was that, as he contended, demons 
are animals with a sensitive nature. Now the 
sensitive nature is inclined towards some par- 
ticular good, to which evil may be joined. In 
this way, then, it can have a natural inclina- 
tion to evil; yet only accidentally, in so far as 
evil is joined to good. 

4 City of God, X, 1x (PL 41, 289). 
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Reply Obj. 2. The malice of some men can 
be called natural either because of custom 
which is a second nature, or on account of the 
natural proclivity on the part of the sensitive 
nature to some inordinate passion, aS some 
people are said to be naturally wrathful or lust- 
ful; but not on the part of the intellectual na- 
ture. 

Reply Obj. 3. Brute beasts have a natural in- 
clination in their sensitive nature towards cer- 
tain particular goods, to which certain evils are 
joined; thus the fox in seeking its food has a 
natural inclination to do so with a certain skill 
coupled with deceit. Therefore it is not evil in 
the fox to be sly, since it is natural to him, as 
it is not evil in the dog to be fierce, as Diony- 
sius observes (De Div. Nom. iv).! 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Devil Was Wicked by 
the Fault of His Own Will in the First Instant 
of his Creation? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the devil was wicked by the 
fault of his own will in the first instant of his 
creation. 

Objection 1, For it is said of the devil (John 
8 44): He was a murderer from the begin- 
ning. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to Augustine 
(Gen. ad lit. i, 15),? “the lack of form in the 
creature clid not precede its formation in order 
of time, but merely in order of nature.” Now 
according to him (zbid. ii, 8).3 the heaven, 
which is said to have been created in the begin- 
ning, signifies the angelic nature while as yet 
not fully formed: and when it is said that God 
said: Be light made: and light was made, we 
are to understand the full formation of the an- 
gel by turning to the Word. Consequently, the 
nature of the angel was created, and light was 
made, in the one instant. But at the same mo- 
ment that light was made, it was made distinct 
from darkness, whereby the angels who sinned 
are denoted. Therefore in the first instant of 
their creation some of the angels were made 
blessed, and some sinned. 

Obj. 3. Further, sin is opposed to merit. But 
some intellectual nature can merit in the first 
instant of its creation, as the soul of Christ, or 
also the good angels. Therefore the demons like- 
wise could sin in the first instant of their crea- 
tion. 

Obj. 4. Further, the angelic nature is more 

1 Sect. 25 (PG 3, 728). 
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powerful than the corporeal nature. But a cor- 
poreal thing begins to have its operation in thé 
first instant of its creation; as fire begins to 
move upwards in the first instant it is produced. 
Therefore the angel could also have his opera- 
tion in the first instant of his creation. Now 
this operation was either ordered or inordinate. 
li ordered, then, since he had grace, he thereby 
merited Happiness. But with the angels the 
reward follows immediately upon merit, as was 
said above (Q. Lx, A. 5). Consequently they 
would have become blessed at once, and so 
would never have sinned, which is false. It re- 
mains, then, that they sinned by inordinate ac- 
tion in their first instant. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 31): 
God saw all the things that He had made, and 
they were very good. But among them were also 
the demons, Therefore the demons were at 
some time good. 

I answer that, Some have maintained‘ that 
the demons were wicked immediately in the 
first instant of their creation, not by their na- 
ture, but by the sin of their own will, because, 
“as soon as he was made, the devil refused jus- 
tice.” To this opinion, as Augustine says,> “if 
anyone subscribes, he does not agree with those 
Manichean heretics who say that the devil’s 
nature is evil of itself.” Since this opinion, 
however, is in contradiction with the authority 
of Scripture,—for it is said of the devil under 
the figure of the prince of Babylon (Isa. 14. 
12): How art thou fallen ...O Lucifer, who 
didst rise in the morning! and it is said to the 
devil in the person of the King of Tyre (Ezech. 
28.13): Thou wast in the pleasures of the para- 
dise of God,—consequently, this opinion was 
reasonably rejected by the masters® as er- 
roneous. 

Hence others have said’ that the angels, in 
the first instant of their creation, could have 
sinned, but did not. Yet this view also is re- 
jected by some,® because, when two operations 
follow one upon the other, it seems impossible 
for each operation to terminate in the same 
“now.” But it is clear that the angel’s sin was 
an act subsequent to his creation. But the term 
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of.the creative act isthe angtl’s very being, 
while the ‘term of the sinful act is that they are 
being wicked. It seems, then, an impossibility 
for the angel to have been wicked in the first 
instant in which he began to be. 

This reason, however, does not seem suffi- 
cient.’ For it holds good only in temporal mo- 
tions which take place successively; thus, if 
local motion follows a change, then the change 
and the local motion cannot be terminated in 
the same instant. But if the changes are in- 
stantaneous, then all at once and in the same 
instant thete can be a term to the first and the 
second change; thus in the same instant in 
which the moon is lit up by the sun, the at- 
mosphere is lit up by the moon. Now, it is 
manifest that creation is instantaneous; so also 
is the movement of free choice in the angels, 
for, as has been already stated, they have no oc- 
casion for comparison or discursive reasoning 
(Q, Lvit, A. 3). Consequently, there is nothing 
to hinder the term of creation and of free 
choice from being in the same instant. 

We must therefore reply otherwise that it 
was impossible for the angel to sin in the first 
instant by an inordinate act of free choice. For 
although a thing can begin to act in the first in- 
stant in which it begins to be, nevertheless, that 
operation which begins immediately with the 
being of a thing is in it from the agent from 
which it has its being; just as upward movec- 
ment in fire comes of its generator. Therefore, 
if there be anything which derives being from a 
deficient agent, which can be the cause of a de- 
fective action, it can in the first instant in 
which it begins to be have a defective opera- 
tion; just as the leg which is defective from 
birth through a defect in the principle of gen- 
eration, begins at once to limp. But the agent 
which brought the angels into being, namely, 
God, cannot be the cause of sin. Consequently 
it cannot be said that the devil was wicked in 
the first instant of his creation. 
| Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says,! when it is 
stated that “the devil sins from the beginning,” 
“he is not to be thought of as sinning from the 
beginning wherein he was created, but from the 
beginning of sin’; that is to say, because he 
never drew back {rom his sin. 

Reply Obj. 2, That distinction of light and 
darkness, whereby the sins of the demons are 
understood by the term darkness, must be taken 
as according to God’s foreknowledge. Hence 
Augustine says,’ that “He alone could discern 
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light and darkness, Who also could foreknow, 
before they fell, those who would fall.” 

Reply 06j. 3. All that is in merit is from God, 
and consequently an angel could merit in the 
first instant of his creation. The same reason 
does not hold good of sin, as has been said. 

Reply Obj. 4. God did not distinguish be- 
tween the angels before the turning away of 
some of them and the turning of others to Him- 
self, as Augustine says. Therefore, as all were 
created in grace, all merited in their first in- 
stant. But some of them at once placed an im- 
pediment to their happiness, thereby destroying 
their preceding merit; and consequently they 
were deprived of the happiness which they had 
merited. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether There Was Any Interval 
Between the Creation and the Fall of the 
Angel? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that there was some interval be- 
tween the angel’s creation and his fall. 

Objection 1. For, it is said (Ezech. 28. 15): 
Thou didst walk perfect (Vulg., Thou hast 
walked in the midst of the stones of fire; thou 
wast perfect....) in thy ways from the day of 
thy creation, until iniquity was found in thee. 
But since walking is continuous movement, it 
requires an interval. Therefore there was some 
interval between the devil’s creation and his 
fall. 

Obj. 2. Further, Origen says (flom. i in 
Esech.)* that the serpent of old “did not from 
the first walk upon his breast and belly”; which 
refers to his sin. Therefore the devil could not 
sin at once in the first instant of his creation. 

Obj. 3 Further, to be able to sin is common 
alike to man and angel. But there was some de- 
lay between man’s formation and his sin. There- 
fore, for the like reason there was some in- 
terval between the devil’s formation and his 
sin. 

Obj. 4. Further, the instant wherein the devil 
sinned was distinct from the instant wherein he 
was created. But there is a middle time between 
every two instants. Therefore there was an in- 
terval-between his creation and his fall. 

On the contrary, It is said of the devil (John 
8. 44): He stood not in the truth; and, as Au- 
gustine says,° ‘we must understand this in the 
sense that he was in the truth, but did not re- 
main in it.” 

3 Jbid., xt, 11 (PL 41, 327). 
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I answer, that, There is a twofdid opinion on 
this point:! ‘But' the more’ probable ohé, which 
is also more in harmony with the teachings of 
the Saints, is that the devil sinned at once after 
the first instant of his creation. This must be 
maintained if it be held that he elicited an act 
of free choice in the first instant of his creation, 
and that he was created in grace, as we have 
said (A. 5, Q. LX, A. 3). For since the angels at- 
tain Happiness by one meritorious act, as was 
said above (Q. Lx, A. 5), if the devil, created 
in grace, merited in the first instant, he would 
at once have received Happiness after that first 
instant, if he had not placed an impediment by 
sinning. 

Ii, however, it be contended that the angel 
was not created in grace, or that he could not 
have an act of free choice in the first instant, 
then there is nothing to prevent some interval 
being interposed between his creation and fall. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sometimes in Holy Scripture 
spiritual instantaneous movements are meta- 
phorically represented by corporeal movements 
which are measured by time. In this way by 
“walking” we are to understand the movement 
of free choice tending towards good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Origen says, “The serpent of 
old did not from the first walk upon his breast 
and belly,” because of the first instant in which 
he was not wicked. 

Reply Obj. 3. An angel has inflexible free 
choice after choosing; consequently, if after the 
first instant, in which he had a natural move- 
ment to good, he had not at once placed a bar- 
rier to Happiness, he would have been confirmed 
in good. It is not so with man, and therefore the 
argument does not hold good. 

Reply Obj. 4. It is true to say that “there is 
a middle time between every two instants,” so 
far as “time is continuous,” as it is proved in 
the Physics.” But in the angels, who are not sub- 
ject to the heavenly movement, which is pri- 
marily measured by continuous time, time is 
taken to mean the succession of their intel- 
lectual acts, or of their affections. So the first 
instant in the angels is understood to corre- 
spond to the operation of the angelic mind, by 
which it turns to itself by its evening knowl- 
edge, because on the first day evening is men- 
tioned, but not morning. This operation was 
good in them all. From such operation some of 
them were turned to the praise of the Word by 
their morning knowledge, while others, remain- 
ing within themselves, became night, “swelling 
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iv, :24).°-Henee the: first operation was common 
to them all, but in their second they were sepa- 
rated. Consequently they were all of them good 
in the first instant, but in the second the good 
were set ‘apart from the wicked. __ ! 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Highest Angel Among 
Those Who Sinned Was the Highest of All? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the highest among the-angels 
who sinned was not the highest of all. 

Objection 1. For it is stated (Ezech, 28,.14): 
Thou wast a cherub stretched out, and. protect- 
ing, and I set thee in the holy mountain of God. 
Now the order of the Cherubim is under. the 
order of the Seraphim, as Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier. vii).4 Therefore, the highest angel among 
those who sinned was not the highest of all. 

Obj. 2. Further, God made intellectual nature 
in order that it might attain to Happiness..If 
therefore the highest of the angels sinned, it 
follows that the Divine ordinance was frus- 
trated in the noblest creature; which is unfit- 
ting. 

Ob;. 3. Further, the more a subject Is in- 
clined towards anything, so much the less can 
it fall away from it. But the higher an angel is, 
so much the more is he inclined towards: God. 
Therefore so much the less can he turn away 
from God by sinning. And so it seems that the 
angel who sinned was not the highest of all, but 
one of the lower angels. 

On the contrary, Gregory (Hom. xxxiv in 
Ev.)* says that “the chief angel who sinned, 
being set over all the hosts of angels,” sur- 
passed them in brightness, ‘and was by com- 
parison the most illustrious among them.” 

I answer that, Two things have to be con- 
sidered in sin, namely, the proneness to sin, 
and the motive for sinning. If, then, in the an- 
gels we consider the proneness to sin, it seems 
that the higher angels were less likely to sin 
than the lower. On this account Damascene 
says (De Fid. Orth. ii),® that the highest of 
those who sinned “was set over the terrestrial 
order.” This opinion seems to agree with the 
view of the Platonists, which Augustine quotes.’ 
For they said that all the gods were good, 
whereas some of the demons were good, and 
some bad; naming as gods the intellectual sub- 
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stances which are above the lunar sphere, and 
calling by the name of demons the intellectual 
substances which are beneath it, yet higher than 
men in the order of nature. But this opinion is 
to be rejected as contrary to faith, because the 
whole corporeal creation is governed by God 
through the angels, as Augustine says (De Trin. 
lii. 4).1 Consequently there is nothing to pre- 
vent us from saying that the lower angels were 
divinely set aside for presiding over the lower 
bodies, the higher over the higher bodies, and 
the highest to stand before God. And in this 
sense Damascene says (loc. cit.) that they who 
fell were of the lower grade of angels; yet in 
that order some of them remained good. 

But if the motive for sinning be considered, 
we find that it existed in the higher angels 
more than in the lower. For, as has been said 
(a. 2), the demons’ sin was pride; and the mo- 
tive of pride is excellence, which was greater in 
the higher spirits. Hence Gregory says (loc. 
cit.) that he who sinned was the very highest 
of ail. 

This seems to be the more probable view, be- 
cause the angcls’ sin did not come of any prone- 
ness, but of free choice alone. Conscquently 
that argument seems to have the more weight 
which is drawn from the motive in sinning. Yet 
the other view is not to be dismissed, because 
there might be some motive for sinning in him 
also who was the chief of the lower angels. 

Reply Obj. 1. Cherubim is interpreted “ful- 
ness of knowledge,” while Seraphim means 
“those who are on fire,” or “who sct on fire.” 
Consequently Cherubim is derived from knowl- 
edge, which is compatible with mortal sin; but 
Seraphim is derived from the heat of charity, 
which is incompatible with mortal sin. There- 
fore the first angel who sinned is called not a 
Seraph, but a Cherub. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Divine intention is not 
frustrated in those who sin, or in those who are 
saved; for God knows beforehand the end of 
both, and He procures glory from both, saving 
these of His goodness, and punishing those of 
His justice. But the intellectual creature, when 
it sins, falls away from its due end. Nor is this 
unfitting in any exalted creature, because the 
intellectual creature was so made by God that 
it lies within its own choice to act for its end. 

Reply Obj. 3. However great was the inclina- 
tion towards good in the highest angel, there 
was no necessity imposed upon him. Conse- 
quently he was able through free choice not 
to follow it. 
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ARTICLE 8. Whether the Sin of the Highest 
Angel Was the Cause of the Others Sinning? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that the sin of the highest angel was 
not the cause of the others sinning. 

Objection 1. For the cause precedes the effect. 
But, as Damascene observes (De Fid. Orth. ii) ,” 
they all sinned at the one time. Therefore the sin 
of one was not the cause of the others sinning. 

Obj. 2. Further, an angel’s first sin can only be 
pride, as was shown above (A. 2). But pride 
seeks excellence. Now it is more contrary to ex- 
cellence for anyone to be subject to an inferior 
than to a superior, and so it does not appear that 
the angels sinned by desiring to be subject to a 
higher angel rather than to God. Yet the sin of 
one angel would have been the cause of the oth- 
ers sinning if he had induced them to be his sub- 
jects. Therefore it does not appear that the sin 
of the highest angel was the cause of the others 
sinning. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is a greater sin to wish to be 
subject to another against God than to wish to 
be over another against God, because there is 
less motive for sinning. If, therefore, the sin of 
the foremost angel was the cause of the others 
sinning, in that he induced them to subject 
themselves to him, then the lower angels would 
have sinned more deeply than the highest one, 
which is contrary to a gloss on Ps. 103. 26: This 
dragon which Thou hast formed: “He who was 
the more excellent than the rest became the 
greater in malice.’ Therefore the sin of the 
highest angel was not the cause of the others sin- 
ning. 

On the contrary, It is said (Apoc. 12. 4) that 
the dragon drew with him the third part of the 
stars of heaven. 

I answer that, The sin of the highest angel was 
the cause of the others sinning, not as compell- 
ing them, but as inducing them vy a kind of ex- 
hortation. A token thereof appears in this, that 
all the demons are subjects of that highest one, 
as is evident from our Lord's words: Go (Vulg., 
Depart from Me), you cursed, into everlasting 
fire, which was prepared for the devil and his an- 
gels (Matt. 25. 41). For the order of Divine 
justice exacts that whosoever consents to an- 
other’s evil suggestion shall be subjected to him 
in his punishment according to (II Pet. 2. 19): 
By whom aman is overcome, of the same also he 
7s the slave. 
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Reply O67. 1. Although the demons all sinned 
in the one instant, yet the sin of one.could be the 
cause of the rest sinning. For the angel needs no 
delay of time for choice, exhortation, or consent, 
as:man, who requires deliberation in order to 
choose and consent, and vocal speech in order to 
exhort, both of which are the work of time. And 
it is evident that even man begins to speak in the 
very instant when he takes thought; and in the 
last instant of speech, another who catches his 
meaning can assent to what is said, as is espe- 
cially evident with regard to primary concepts, 
which everyone accepts directly they are heard. 
Taking away, then, the time for speech and de- 
liberation which is required in us, in the same in- 
stant in which the highest angel expressed his af- 
fection by intelligible speech, it was possible for 
the others to consent to it. 

Reply Obj. 2. Other things being equal, the 
proud would rather be subject to a superior than 
to an inferior. Yet he chooses rather to be sub- 
ject to an inferior than to a superior if he can 
procure an advantage under an inferior which he 
cannot under a superior. Consequently it was 
not against the demons’ pride for them to wish 
to serve an inferior by yielding to his rule; for 
they wanted to have him as their prince and 
leader so that they might attain their ultimate 
happiness of their own natural powers, especial- 
ly because in the order of nature they were even 
then subject to the highest angel. 

Reply Obj. 3. As was observed above (Q. LXII, 
A. 6), an angel has nothing in him to retard his 
action, and with his whole might he is moved to 
whatsoever he is moved, be it good or bad. Con- 
sequently since the highest angel had greater 
natural power than the lower angels, he fell into 
sin with a more intense movement, and there- 
fore he became the greater in malice. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether Those Who Sinned Were 
as Many as Those Who Remained Firm? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
would seem that more angels sinned than stood 
firm. 

Objection 1. For, as the Philosopher says:! 
“Evil is in many, but good is in few.” 

Obj. 2. Further, justice and sin are to be found 
in the same way in men and in angels. But there 
are more wicked men to be found than good, ac- 
cording to Eccles. 1.15: The number of fools is 
infinite. Therefore for the same reason it is so 
with the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angels are distinguished 
according to persons and orders. Therefore if 

1 Topics, 11, 6 (11211). 
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more angelic persons stood firm, it would appear 
that those who sinned were not from all the or- 
ders. 

On the contrary, It is said (IV Kings 6. 16): 
There are more with us than with them, which is 
expounded of the good angels who are with us to 
aid us, and the wicked spirits who are our foes. 

I answer that, More angels stood firm than 
sinned. Because sin is contrary to the natural in- 
clination, while that which is against the natural 
order happens with less frequency; for nature 
procures its effect either always, or more often 
than not. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking 
with regard to men, in whom evil comes to pass 
from seeking after sensible pleasures, which are 
known to most men, and from forsaking the 
good dictated by reason, which good is known to 
the few. In the angels there is only an intellectu- 
al nature. Hence the argument does not hold. 

And from this we have the answer to the sec- 
ond difficulty. 

Reply Obj. 3. According to those who hold 
that the chief devil belonged to the lower order*® 
of the angels, who are set over earthly affairs, it 
is evident that some of every order did not fall, 
but only those of the lowest order. According to 
those who maintain that the chief devil was of 
the highest order,’ it is probable that some fell 
of every order; just as men are taken up into ev- 
ery order to supply for the angelic ruin. In this 
view the liberty of free choice is more estab- 
lished, which in every degree of creature can be 
turned to evil. In the Sacred Scripture, however, 
the names of some orders, as of Seraphim and 
Thrones, are not attributed to demons, since 
they are derived from the ardour of love and 
from God’s indwelling, which are not consistent 
with mortal sin. Yet the names of Cherubim, 
Powers, and Principalities are attributed to 
them, because these names are derived from 
knowledge and from power, which can be com- 
mon to both good and bad. 


QUESTION LXIV 
THE PUNISHMENT OF THE DEMONS 
(In Four Articles) 


It now remains to deal with the punishment of 
the demons, under which heading there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Of their darkness of intel- 
lect. (2) Of their obstinacy of will. (3) Of their 
grief. (4) Of their place of punishment. 

2? Damascene, De Fide Orth., 01, 4 (PG 94, 873). 
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ARTICLE'1. Whether the Demons’ Intellect Is 
Darkened by Privation of the Knowledge of 
AU Truth? | 

‘We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the demons’ intellect is darkened by 
being deprived of the knowledg2 of all truth. 

Objection 1. For if they knew any truth at all, 
they would most of all know themselves, which 
is to know separated substances. But this is not 
in keeping with their unhappiness, for this seems 
to belong to great happiness, so much so that 
some writers have assigned as man’s last happi- 
ness the knowledge of the separated substances.! 
Therefore the demons are deprived of all knowl- 
edge of truth. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is most manifest in its 
nature seems to be specially manifest to the an- 
gels, whether good or bad. That the same is not 
most manifest with regard to ourselves comes 
from the weakness of our intellect which draws 
its knowledge from phantasms; as it comes from 
the weakness of its eye that the owl cannot be- 
hold the light of the sun. But the demons cannot 
know God, Who is most manifest of Himself, 
because He is the sovereign truth; and this is be- 
cause they are not clean of heart, whereby alone 
can God be seen. Therefore neither can they 
know other things. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Augustine (Gen. 
ad lit. iv, 22),7 the proper knowledge of the an- 
gels is twofold; namely, morning and evening. 
But the demons have no morning knowledge, 
because they do not see things in the Word; nor 
have they the evening knowledge, because this 
evening knowledge refers the things known to 
the Creator’s praise; hence, after evening comes 
morning, aS it says in the first book of Gen. 
Therefore the demons can have no knowledge of 
things. 

Obj. 4. Further, the angels at their creation 
knew the mystery of the kingdom of God, as 
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. v, 19).? But the de- 
mons are deprived of such knowledge; for if 
they had known it, they would never have cruci- 
fied the Lord of glory, as is said I Cor. 2. 8. 
Therefore, for the same reason, they are de- 
prived of all other knowledge of truth. 

Obj. 5. Further, whatever truth anyone knows 
is known either naturally, as we know lrst prin- 
ciples, or by deriving it from someone else, as we 
know by learning, or by long experience, as the 
things we learn by discovery. Now, the demons 
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cannot know the truth by their own nattire, be- 
cause, as: Augustine says,‘ the good angels are 
separated from them as light is from darkness, 
and every manifestation is made through light, 
as is said Eph. 5. 13. In like manner they cannot. 
learn by revelation, nor by learning from the 
good angels, because there’ is no fellowship of 
light with darkness (Vulg., What fellowship hath 
... 2) (11 Cor.6. 14). Nor can they learn by long 
experience because experience comes of the 
senses. Consequently there is no knowledge of 
truth in them. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv) that, “certain gifts were bestowed upon the 
demons which, we say, have not been changed at 
all, but remain entire and most brilliant.” Now, 
the knowledge of truth stands among those nat- 
ural gifts. Consequently there is some knowl- 
edge of truth in them. 

I answer that, The knowledge of truth is two- 
fold: one which comes of nature, and one which 
comes of grace. The knowledge which comes of 
grace is likewise twofold: the first is purely 
speculative, as when Divine secrets are impart- 
ed to an individual; the other is affective, and 
produces love for God; which knowledge prop- 
erly belongs to the gift of Wisdom. 

Of these three kinds of knowledge the first 
was neither taken away nor lessened in the de- 
mons. For it follows from the very nature of the 
angel, who, according to his nature, is an intel- 
lect or mind. For on account of the simplicity of 
his substance, nothing can be withdrawn from 
his nature, so as to punish him by subtracting 
from his natural powers, as a man is punished by 
being deprived of a hand or foot or of something 
else. Therefore Dionysius says (/oc. cit.) that 
the natural gifts remain entire in them. Conse- 
quently their natural knowledge was not dimin- 
ished. The second kind of knowledge, however, 
which comes of grace, and consists in specula- 
tion, has not been utterly taken away from 
them, but lessened; because, of these Divine se- 
crets only so much is revealed to them as js nec- 
essary, and that is done either by means of the 
angels, or “through some temporal workings of 
Divine power,” as Augustine says;® but not in 
the sdme degree as to the holy angels, to whom 
many more things are revealed, and more clear- 
ly. in the Word Himself. But of the third knowl- 
edge, as likewise of charity, they are utterly de- 
prived. 

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness consists in drawing 
near to something higher. The separated sub- 
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stances are above us in the order of nature: 
hence man can -have’ happiness of a kind by 
knowing the separated substances, although ‘his 
perfect happiness consists in knowing the first 
substance, namely, God. But it is natural for one 
separate substance to know another, as it is nat- 
ural for us to know sensible natures. Hence, as 
man’s happiness does not consist in knowing 
sensible natures, so neither does the angel’s hap- 
piness consist in knowing separated substances. 

Reply Obj. 2. What is most manifest in its na- 
ture is hidden from us because it exceeds the 
proportion of our intellect, and not merely be- 
cause our intellect draws knowledge from phan- 
tasms. Now the Divine substance surpasses the 
proportion not only of the human intellect, but 
even of the angelic. Consequently, not even an 
angel can of his own nature know God’s sub- 
stance. Yet on account of the perfection of his 
intellect he can of his nature have a higher 
knowledge of God than man can have. Such 
knowledge of God remains also in the demons. 
Although they do not possess the purity which 
comes with grace, nevertheless they have purity 
of nature; and this suffices for the knowledge of 
God which belongs to them from their nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. The creature is darkness in com- 
parison with the excellence of the Divine light, 
and therefore the creature’s knowledge in its 
own nature is called evening knowledge. For the 
evening is akin to darkness, yet it possesses 
some light; but when the light fails utterly, then 
it is night. So then the knowledge of things in 
their own nature, when referred to the praise of 
the Creator, as it is in the good angels, has some- 
thing of the Divine light, and can be called eve- 
ning knowledge; but if it be not referred to God, 
as is the case with the demons, it is not called 
evening, but “nocturnal” knowledge. Accord- 
ingly we read in Genesis (1. 5) that the dark- 
ness, which God separated from the light, He 
called night. 

Reply Obj. 4. All the angels had some knowl- 
edge from the very beginning respecting the 
mystery of God's kingdom, which found its 
completion in Christ; and most of all from the 
moment when they were blessed by the vision of 
the Word, which the demons never had. Yet all 
the angels did not perfectly nor equally appre- 
hend it; hence the demons much less fully un- 
derstood the mystery of the Incarnation when 
Christ was in the world. For, as Augustine ob- 
serves,! “It was not manifested to them as it 
was to the holy angels, who enjoy a participated 
eternity of the Word; but it was made known by 
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some temporal effects,’s0 as to strike terror into 
them.” For had they perfectly and certainly 
known-that he was the Son of God and the effect 
of His passion, they would never have procured 
the crucifixion of the Lord of glory. 

Reply Obj. 5. The demons know a truth in 
three ways: first of all by the subtlety of their 
nature; for although they are darkened by pri- 
vation of the light of grace, yet they are enlight- 
ened by the light of their intellectual nature; 
Secondly, by revelation from the holy angels; 
for while not agreeing with them in conformity 
of will, they do agree, nevertheless, by their like- 
ness of intellectual nature, according to which 
they can accept what is manifested by others. 
Thirdly, they know by long experience; not as 
deriving it from the senses, but when the like- 
ness of their innate intelligible species is com- 
pleted in individual things, they know some 
things as present, which they previously did not 
know would come to pass, as we said when deal- 
ing with the knowledge of the angels (0. ivi, 
A. 3 Ans. 3). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Will of the Demons | 
Is Obstinate in Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the will of the demons is not 
obstinate in evil. 

Objection 1. For liberty of choice belongs to 
the nature of an intellectual being, which nature 
remains in the demons, as we said above (A. 1). 
But liberty of choice is per se and first ordered 
to good rather than to evil. Therefore the de- 
mons’ will is not so obstinate in evil as not to be 
able to return to what is good. 

Obj. 2. Further, since God’s mercy is infinite, 
it is greater than the demons’ malice, which is 
finite. But no one returns from the malice of sin 
to the goodness of justice save through God’s 
mercy. Therefore the demons can likewise re- 
turn from their state of malice to the state of 
justice. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the demons have a will ob- 
stinate in evil, then their will would be especially 
obstinate in the sin whereby they fell. But that 
sin, namely, pride, is in them no longer, because 
the motive for the sin no longer endures, name- 
ly, excellence. Therefore the demon is not obsti- 
nate in malice. 

Obj. 4. Further, Gregory says (Moral. iv)? 
that “man can be reinstated by another, since 
he fell through another.” But, as was observed 
already (Q. Lxu, A. 8), the lower demons fell 
through the highest one. Therefore their fall can 
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be repaired by another. Consequently they are 
not obstinate in malice. 

Obj. 5. Further, whoever is obstinate in mal- 
ice never performs any good work, But the de- 
mon performs some good works, for he con- 
fesses the truth, saying to Christ: J know Who 
Thou art, the holy one of God (Mark 1. 24). 
The demons also believe and tremble (Jas. 2. 
19). And Dionysius observes (Div. Nom. iv), 
that “they desire what is good and best, which 
is, to be, to live, to understand.” Therefore they 
are not obstinate in malice. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 73. 23): The 
pride of them that hate Thee, ascendeth contin- 
ually, and this is understood of the demons. 
Therefore they remain ever obstinate in their 
malice, 

I answer that, It was Origen’s opinion? that 
every will of the creature can by reason of free 
choice be inclined to good and evil, with the ex- 
ception of the soul of Christ on account of the 
union of the Word. Such a statement deprives 
angels and men of true happiness, because ever- 
lasting stability is of the very nature of truc 
happiness (hence it is termed “life everlast- 
ing”). It is also contrary to the authority of Sa- 
cred Scripture, which declares that demons and 
wicked men shall be sent into everlasting pun- 
ishment, and the good brought into everlasting 
life. Consequently such an opinion must be con- 
sidered erroneous; and according to Catholic 
Faith, it must be held firmly both that the will 
of the good angels is confirmed in good, and that 
the will of the demons is obstinate in evil. 

We must seek for the cause of this obstinacy 
not in the gravity of the sin, but in the condition 
of their nature or state. For as Damascene says 
(De Fid. Orth. ii),? “death is to men what the 
fall is to the angels.” Now it is clear that all the 
mortal sins of men, grave or less grave, are par- 
donable before death; but after death they are 
without remission, and endure for ever. 

To tind the cause, then, of this obstinacy, it 
must be borne in mind that the power of desire 
is in all things proportioned to the power of ap- 
prehending whereby it is moved, as the movable 
by its mover. For the sensitive appetite seeks a 
particular good, while the will secks the univer- 
sal good, as was said above (Q. LIX, A. 1); as 
also the sense apprehends particula: objects, 
while the intellect considers universals Now the 
angel’s apprehension differs from man’s in this 
respect, that the angel by his intellect appre- 

1 Sect. 23 (PG 3, 725). 


2 Pert Archon, 1, 6. (PG 11, 168); chap. 8 (178). 
3 Chap. 4 (PG 94, 877). 
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hends immovably, as we apprehend immovably 
first principles which are the object of the intel- 
lect. But man by his reason apprehends mov- 
ably, passing from one consideration to another, 
and having the way open by which he may pro- 
ceed to either of two opposites. Consequently 
man’s will adheres to a thing movably, and with 
the power of forsaking it and of clinging to the 
opposite, but the angel’s will adheres fixedly and 
immovably. 

Therefore, if his will be considered before its 
adhering, it can freely adhere cither to this or to 
its opposite, in such things namely, as he does 
not will naturally; but after he has once ad- 
hered, he clings immovably. So it is customary 
to say that man’s free choice is flexible to the 
opposite both before and after choice; but the 
angel’s free choice is flexible to either opposite 
before the choice, but not after. Therefore the 
good angels, always adhering to justice, are con- 
firmed therein; but the wicked ones, sinning, are 
obstinate in sin. Later on we shall treat of the 
obstinacy of men who are damned. (Suppl., Q. 
XCVIIT, AA. I, 3.) 

Reply Obj. 1. The good and wicked angels 
have free choice, but according to the manner 
and condition of their nature, as has been said. 

Reply Obj. 2. God’s mercy frees from sin 
those who repent. But those who are not capa- 
ble of repenting, cling immovably to sin, and are 
not freed by the Divine mercy. 

Reply 0b]. 3. The devil’s first sin still remains 
in him according to desire, although not as to his 
believing that he can obtain what he desired. 
Even so, if a man were to believe that he can 
commit murder, and wills to commit it, and aft- 
erwards the power is taken from him, neverthe- 
less the will (o murder cun stay with him, so that 
he would he had done it, or still would do it if he 
could. 

Reply Obj. 4. The fact that man sinned from 
another’s suggestion is not the whole cause for 
man’s sin being pardonable. Consequently the 
argument does not hold good. 

Reply Obj. 5. A demon’s act is twofold. One 
comes o! deliberate will. and this is properly 
called his own act. Such an act on the demon’s 
part -is always wicked, because, although at 
times he does something good, yet he does not 
do it well; as when he tells the truth in order to 
deceive, and when he believes and confesses, yet 
not willingly, but compelled by the evidence of 
things. Another kind of act is natural to the de- 
mon; this can be good, and bears witness to the 
goodness of nature. Yet he abuses even such 
good acts to evil purpose. 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is Sorrow 
in the Demons? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is no sorrow in the de- 
mons, 

Objection 1. For since sorrow and joy are op- 
posites, they cannot be together in the same sub- 
ject. But there is joy in the demons; for Augus- 
tine writing against the Manichees (De Genz. 
contra Manich. ii, 17)' says: “The devil has 
power over them who despise God’s command- 
ments, and he rejoices over this sinister power.” 
Therefore there is no sorrow in the demons. 

Obj. 2. Further, sorrow is the cause of fear; 
for those things cause fear while they are future 
which cause sorrow when they are present. But 
there is no fear in the demons, according to Job. 
41. 24, Who was made to fear no one. Therefore 
there is no grief in the demons. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is a good thing to be sorry 
for evil. But the demons can do no good action. 
Therefore they cannot be sorry, at least for the 
evil of sin; which applies to the worm of con- 
science. 

On the contrary, The demon’s sin is greater 
than man’s sin. But man is punished with sor- 
row on account of the pleasure taken in sin, ac- 
cording to Apoc. 18. 7, As much as she hath 
glorified herself, and lived in delicacies, so much 
torment and sorrow give ye to her. Consequent- 
ly much more is the devil punished with the 
grief of sorrow, because he especially glorified 
himself. 

I answer that, Fear, sorrow, joy, and the like, 
so far as they are passions, cannot be in the de- 
mons; for thus they are proper to the sensitive 
appetite, which is a power in a corporeal organ. 
According, however, as they denote simple acts 
of the will, they can be in the demons. And it 
must be said that there is sorrow in them, be- 
cause sorrow, aS denoting a simple act of the 
will, is nothing eise than the resistance of the 
will to what is, or to what is not. Now it is evi- 
dent that the demons would wish many things 
not to be which are, and others to be which are 
not; for, out of envy, they would wish others to 
be damned, who are saved. Consequently, sor- 
row must be said to exist in them, and especially 
because it is of the very notion of punishment 
for it to be distasteful to the will. Moreover, 
they are deprived of happiness, which they de- 
sire naturally; and their wicked will is curbed in 
many respects. 

Reply Obj. 1. Joy and sorrow about the same 

1PL 34, 209. 
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thing are opposites, but not about different 
things. Hence there is nothing to hinder a man 
from being sorry for one thing, and joyful for 
another, especially so far as sorrow and joy im- 
ply simple acts of the will; because, not merely 
in different things, but even in one and the same 
thing, there can be something that we will, and 
something that we will not. 

Reply Obj. 2. As there is sorrow in the de- 
mons over present evil, so also there is fear of 
future evil. Now when it is said, He was made to 
fear no one, this is to be understood of the fear 
of God which restrains from sin. For it is writ- 
ten elsewhere that the devils believe and tremble 
(Jas. 2. 19). 

Reply Obj. 3. To be sorry for the evil of sin 
on account of the sin bears witness to the good- 
ness of the will, to which the evil of sin is op- 
posed. But to be sorry for the evil of punish- 
ment, or for the evil of sin on account of the 
punishment, bears witness to the goodness of na- 
ture, to which the evil of punishment is opposed. 
Hence Augustine says? that “sorrow for good 
lost by punishment is the witness to a good na- 
ture.” Consequently, since the demon has a 
perverse and obstinate will, he is not sorry for 
the evil of sin. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Our Atmosphere Is the De- 
mon’s Place of Puntshment? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that this atmosphere is not the de- 
mons’ place of punishment. 

Objection 1. For a demon is a spiritual na- 
ture. But a spiritual nature is not affected by 
place. Therefore there is no place of punishment 
for demons. 

Obj. 2. Further, man’s sin is not graver than 
the demons’. But man’s place of punishment is 
hell. Much more, therefore, is it the demon’s 
place of punishment, and consequently not the 
darksome atmosphere. 

Obj. 3. Further, the demons are punished with 
the pain of fire. But there is no fire in the misty 
atmosphere. Therefore the dark atmosphere is 
not the place of punishment for the demons. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad 
lit. iii, 10) that “the darksome atmosphere is 
as a prison to the demons until the judgment 
day.” 

I answer that, The angels in their own nature 
stand midway between God and men. Now the 
order of Divine providence so disposes that it 
procures the welfare of the inferior orders 


2 City of God, xtx, 13 (PL 41, 641). 
7 PL 34, 285. 
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through the superior. But man’s welfare is dis- 
posed ‘by Divine providence in two ways: first 
of all, directly, when a man is brought to good 
and withheld from evil; and this is fittingly 
done through the good angels, In another way, 
indirectly, as when anyone assailed is exercised 
by fighting against opposition, It was fitting for 
this procuring of man’s welfare to be brought 
about through the wicked spirits, lest they 
should cease to be of service in the natural or- 
der. Consequently a twofold place of punish- 
ment is due to the demons: one, by reason of 
their sin, and this is hell; and another in order 
that they may tempt men, and thus the dark at- 
mosphere is their due place of punishment. 

Now the procuring of men’s salvation is pro- 
longed even to the judgment day; consequently, 
the ministry of the angels and wrestling with de- 
mons endure until then. Hence until then the 
good angels are sent to us here, and the demons 
are in this dark atmosphere for our trial, al- 
though some of them are even now in hell, to 
torment those whom they have led astray; just 
as some of the good angels are with the holy 
souls in heaven. But after the judgment day all 
the wicked, both men and angels, will be in hell, 
and the good in heaven. 

Reply Obj. 1. A place is not penal to angel or 
soul as if affecting the nature by changing it, but 
as affecting the will by saddening it, as long as 
the angel or the soul apprehends that it is in a 
place not agreeable to its will. 

Reply Obj. 2. One soul is not set over another 
in the order of nature, as the demons are over 
men in the order of nature. Consequently there 
is no parallel. 

Reply 067. 3. Some have maintained that the 
pain of sense for demons and souls is postponed 
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until the judgment day,’ and that the happiness 
of the saints is Hkewise postponed until the 
judgment day. But this is erroneous, and con- 
trary to the teaching of the Apostle (II Cor. 5. 
1): If our earthly house of this habitation be 
dissolved, we have a house in heaven. Others, 
again,” while not admitting the same of souls, 
admit it as to demons. But it is better to say 
that the same judgment is passed upon wicked 
souls and wicked angels, even as on good souls 
and good angels. 

Consequently, it must be said that although a 
heavenly place belongs to the glory of the an- 
gels, yet their glory is not lessened by their com- 
ing to us, for they consider that place to be their 
own; in the same way as we say that the bish. 
op’s honour is not lessened while he is not ac- 
tually sitting on his throne. In like manner it 
must be said, that although the demons are not 
actually bound within the fire of hell while they 
are in this dark atmosphere, nevertheless their 
punishment is none the less, because they know 
that such confinement is their due. Hence it is 
said in a gloss upon Jas. 3. 6° that they carry the 
fire of hell with them wherever they go. Nor is 
this contrary to what is said (Luke 8. 31), They 
besought the Lord not to cast them into the 
abyss ; for they asked for this, deeming it to be 
a punishment for them to be cast out of a place 
where they could injure men. Hence it is stated, 
They (Vulg., He) besought Him that He would 
not expel them (Vulg., him) out of the country 
(Mark 5. 10). 

1Cf. St. Thomas, Contra Gent. Iv, 91; cf. also Hilary, 
Tract. in Ps., Ps 2 (PL 9, 290); Gregory the Great, Dial., 
tv, 28 (PL 77, 365). 

2 William of Paris, De Univ., 11-11, chap. 70 (u, 871); 
cf. Peter of Poitiers, Sent., u, 4 (PL 211, 951). 

3 Glossa ordin., (VI, 213)*). 


TREATISE ON THE WORK OF 
THE SIX DAYS 


QUESTION LXV 
THE WORK OF CREATION OF CORPOREAL 
CREATURES 
(In Four Articles) 


From the consideration of spiritual creatures we 
proceed to that of corporeal creatures, in the 
production of which, as Holy Scripture makes 
mention, three works are found, namely, the 
work of creation, as given in the words, /n the 
beginning God created heaven and earth (Gen. 
1, 1); the work of distinction as given in the 
words, He divided the light from the darkness, 
and the waters that are above the firmament 
from the waters that are under the firmament 
(Gen. 1. 4, 7); and the work of adornment, ex- 
pressed thus, Let there be lights in the firma- 
ment (Gen. I, 14). 

First, then, we must consider the work of 
creation; secondly, the work of distinction (Q. 
Lxv1); and thirdly, the work of adornment (a. 
Lxx), Under the first head there are four points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether corporeal creatures are 
from God? (2) Whether they were created on 
account of God’s goodness? (3) Whether they 
were created by God through the medium of the 
angels? (4) Whether the forms of bodies are 
from the angels or immediately from God. 


ArticLe 1. Whether Corporeal Creatures Are 
From God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that corporeal creatures are not 
from God. 

Objection 1, For it is said (Eccles. 3. 14): 7 
have learned that all the works which God hath 
made, continue for ever. But visible bodies do 
not continue for ever, for it is said (II Cor. 4. 
18): The things which are seen are temporal, 
but the things which are not seen are eternal, 
Therefore God did not make visible bodies. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is said (Gen. 1. 31): God 
saw all the things that He had made, and they 
were very good, But corporeal creatures are evil, 
since we find them harmful in many ways, as 
may be seen in serpents, in the sun’s heat, and 
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other like things. Now a thing is called evil in 
so far as it is harmful. Corporeal creatures, 
therefore, are not from God. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is from God does not 
withdraw us from God, but leads us to Him. But 
corporeal creatures withdraw us from God: 
Hence the Apostle says (II Cor. 4. 18): While 
we look not at the things which are seen. Cor 
poreal creatures, therefore, are not from God. 

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 145. 6): Who 
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all things 
that are in them. 

I answer that, Certain heretics maintain! that 
visible things are not created by the good God, 
but by an evil principle, and allege in proof of 
their error the words of the Apostle (II Cor, 4, 
4), The god of this world hath blinded the minds 
of unbelievers. But this position is altogether 
untenable. For, if things that differ agree in 
some point, there must be some cause for that 
agreement, since things diverse in nature cannot 
be united of themselves. Hence whenever in dif- 
ferent things some one thing common to all is 
found, it must be that these different things re- 
ceive that one thing from some one cause, as 
different bodies that are hot receive their heat 
from fire. But being is found to be common to 
all things, however different otherwise.’ There 
must, therefore, be one principle of being from 
which all things in whatever way existing have 
their being, whether they are invisible and spir- 
itual, or visible and corporeal. But the devil is 
called the god of this world not as having cre- 
ated it, but because worldlings serve him, of 
whom also the Apostle says, speaking in the 
same sense, Whose god is their belly (Phil. 3, 
IQ). 

Reply Obj. 1. All the creatures of God -in 
some respects continue for ever, at least as to 
matter, since what is created will never be anni- 
hilated, even though it be corruptible. And the 
nearer a creature approaches God, Who is im- 
movable, the more it also is immovable. For 
corruptible creatures endure for ever as regards 
their matter, though they change as regards 

1 The Manichees. See above, Q. XLIX, A. 3. 
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their substantia] form, But incorruptible crea- 
tures endure wtih respect to their substance, 
though they are changeable in other respects, 
such as place; for instance, the heavenly bodies; 
or the affections, as spiritual creatures. But the 
Apostle’s words, The things which are seen are 
temporal, though true even as regards such 
things considered in themselves (in so far as 
every visible creature is subject to time, either 
as to being or as to movement), are intended to 
apply to visible things in so far as they are of- 
fered to man as rewards. For such rewards con- 
sisting in these visible things are temporal, while 
those that are invisible endure for ever. Hence 
he said before (ibid. 17): It worketh for us... 
an eternal weight of glory. 

Reply Obj. 2. Corporeal creatures according 
to their nature are good, though this good is not 
universal, but particular and limited, the conse- 
quence of which is a certain opposition of con- 
trary qualities, though each quality is good in 
itself. To those, however, who cstimate things, 
not by their nature, but by the good they 
themselves can derive from them, everything 
which is harmful to themselves scems evil abso- 
lutely. For they do not consider that what is in 
some way injurious to one person to another is 
beneficial, and that even to themselves the 
same thing may be evil in some respects, but 
good in others. And this could not be if bodies 
were essentially evil and harmful. 

Reply Obj. 3. Creatures of themselves do not 
withdraw us from God, but lead us to Him; for 
the invistble things of God are clearly seen, be- 
ing understood by the things that are made 
(Rom. 1. 20). If, then, they withdraw men from 
God, it is the fault of those who use them fool- 
ishly. Thus it is said (Wisd. 14. 11): Creatures 
are turned into a snare to the feet of the unwise. 
And the very fact that they can thus withdraw 
us from God proves that they came from Him, 
for they cannot lead the foolish away from God 
except by the allurements of some good that 
they have from Him. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Corporeal Things Were 
Made On Account Of God’s Goodness? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that corporeal creatures were not 
made on account of God’s goodness. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Wisd, 1. 14) that 
God created all things that they might be. There- 
fore all things were created for their own being’s 
sake, and not on account of God's goodness. 

Obj. 2. Further, good has the nature of an end. 
Therefore the greater good in things is the end 
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of the lesser good. But spiritual creatures are re- 
lated to corporeal creatures as the greater good 
to the lesser. Corporeal creatures, therefore, are 
created for the sake of spiritual creatures, and 
not on account of God’s goodness. 

Ob}. 3. Further, justice does not give unequal 
things except to the unequal. Now God is just. 
Therefore inequality not created by God must 
precede all inequality created by Him. But an 
inequality not created by God can only arise 
from free choice, and consequently all inequal- 
ity results from the different movements of free 
choice. Now, corporeal creatures are unequal to 
spiritual creatures. Therefore the former were 
made on account of movements of free choice, 
and not on account of God’s goodness. 

On the contrary, Is is said (Prov. 16. 4): The 
Lord hath made all things for Himself. 

I answer that, Origen laid down! that corpo- 
rea] creatures were not made according to God's 
original purpose, but in punishment of the sin of 
spiritual creatures, For he maintained that God 
in the beginning made spiritual creatures only, 
and all of cqual nature*; but that of these by 
the use of free choice some turned to God, and, 
according to the measure of their conversion, 
were given a higher or a lower rank, retaining 
their simplicity, while others turned from God, 
and became bound to different kinds of bodies 
according to the degree of their turning away. 

But this position is erroncous. In the first 
place, because it is contrary to Scripture, which, 
after narrating the production of each kind of 
corporeal creatures, adds, God saw that it was 
good (Gen. 1.), as if to say that everything was 
brought into being for the reason that it was 
good for it to be. But according to Origen’s 
opinion; the corporeal creature was made not 
because it was good thal it should be, but that 
the evil in another might be punished. Secondly, 
because it would follow that the arrangement 
which now exists of the corporeai world would 
arise from chance. For if the sun’s body was 
made what it js that i{ might serve for a punish- 
ment suitable to some sin of a spiritual creature, 
it would iollow that if other spiritual creatures 
had sinned in the same way as the one to punish 
whom the sun had been created, many suns 
would exist in the world; and so of other things 
But such a consequence is altogether inadmis- 
sible. 

Hence setting aside this theory as false, we 
must consider that the entire universe is con- 


3 Pert Archon, ut, § (PG 11, 329). 
2 Ibid., 1, 6, 8; U, 9; 1, 5 (PG 11. 166, 178, 220, 329). 
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stituted by all creatures, as a whole consists of 
its parts. Now if we wish to assign an end to any 
whole, and to the parts of that whole, we shall 
find, first, that each of the parts exists for the 
sake of its proper act, as the eye for the act of 
seeing; secondly, that less admirable parts exist 
for the more admirable, as the senses for the in- 
tellect, the lungs for the heart; and, thirdly, that 
all parts are for the perfection of the whole, as 
the matter for the form, since the parts are, as 
it were, the matter of the whole. Furthermore, 
the whole man is on account of an extrinsic end, 
that end being the enjoyment of God. So, there- 
fore, in the parts of the universe also every crea- 
ture exists for its own proper act and perfection, 
and the less noble for the nobler, as those crea- 
tures that are Jess noble than man exist for the 
sake of man, whilst individual creatures exist 
for the perfection of the entire universe. Fur- 
thermore, the entire universe, with each of its 
parts, is ordered towards God as its end, in so 
far as it imitates, as it were, and shows forth the 
Divine goodness, to the glory of God. Reason- 
able creatures, however, in some special and 
higher manner have God as their end, since they 
can attain to Him by their own operations, by 
knowing and loving Him. Thus it is plain that 
the Divine goodness is the end of all corporeal 
things. 

Reply Obj. 1. In the very fact of any creature 
possessing being it represents the Divine Being 
and Its goodness. And, therefore the fact that 
God created all things that they might have be- 
ing does not exclude that He created them for 
His own goodness. 

Reply Obj. 2. The proximate end does not ex- 
clude the ultimate end. Therefore that corporeal 
creatures were, in a manner, made for the sake 
of the spiritual, does not prevent their being 
made on account of God’s goodness. 

Reply Obj. 3. Equality of justice has its place 
in retribution, since equal rewards or punish- 
ments are due to equal merit or demerit. But 
this does not apply to things as at first insti- 
tuted. For just as an architect, without injus- 
tice, places stones of the same kind in different 
parts of a building not on account of any ante- 
cedent difference in the stones, but with a view 
to securing that perfection of the entire build- 
ing, which could not be obtained except by the 
different positions of the stones, even so, God 
from the beginning. to secure perfection in the 
universe, has set therein creatures of various 
and unequal natures, according to His wisdom, 
and without injustice, since no diversity of 
merit is presupposed. 
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ARTICLE 3, Whether Corporeal Creatures Were 
Produced by God Through the Medium of the 
Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that corporeal creatures were pro- 
duced by God through the medium of the an- 
gels. 

Objection 1. For, as all things are governed by 
the Divine wisdom, so by it were all things 
made, according to Ps. 103. 24: Thou hast made 
all things in wisdom, But “it pertains to wisdom 
to order,” as stated in the beginning of the 
Metaphysics! Hence in the government of 
things ‘‘the lower is ruled by the higher in a cer- 
tain fitting order,” as Augustine says (De Trin. 
iii, 4).? Therefore in the production of things it 
was ordained that the corporeal should be pro- 
duced by the spiritual, as the lower by the 
higher. 

Obj. 2. Further, diversity of effects shows di- 
versity of causes, since like always produces 
like. If then all creatures. both spiritual and cor- 
porea]l, were produced immediately by God, 
there would be no diversity in creatures, for one 
would not be farther removed from God than 
another. But this is clearly false; for the Philos- 
opher says that some things are corruptible be- 
cause they are far removed from God.? 

Obj 3. Further, infinite power is not required 
{o produce a finite effect. But every corporeal 
thing is finite. Therefore, it could be, and was, 
produced by the finite power of spiritual crea- 
tures; for in such beings there is no distinction 
between to be and to be able, especially as no 
dignity befitting a nature is denied to that na- 
ture, unless it be from some fault of that nature. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 1): Jn 
the beginning God created heaven and earth, 
by which are understood corporeal creatures. 
These, therefore, were produced immediately 
by God. 

I answer that, Some have maintained that 
creatures proceeded from God by degrees,' in 
such a way that the first creature proceeded 
from Him immediately, and in its turn produced 
another, and so on until the production of cor- 
poreal creatures. But this position is untenable, 
since the first production of corporeal creatures 
is by creation, by which matter itself is pro- 
duced; for in the act of coming into being the 

1 Aristotle, 1, 2 (982"18). 

2? PL 42, 873. 

3 Generation and Corruption, U1, 10 (33630). 

4 Avicenna. See above, Q. XLV, A. 5; see also Avicebron, 


Fons Vitae, 11, 34; (BK. 71.3): 1, 2 (BR. 76.26); 1, 6 (BK, 
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imperfect must be made before the perfect, and 
it is impossible that anything should be created, 
save by God alone. 

In proof of this it must be borne in mind that 
the higher the cause, the more numerous the ob- 
jects to which its causation extends. Now the 
underlying principle in things is always more 
universal than that which informs and restricts 
it: thus, being is more universal than living, liv- 
ing than understanding, matter than form. The 
more widely, then, one thing underlies others, 
the more directly does that thing proceed from 
a higher cause. Thus the thing that underlies 
primarily all things belongs properly to the 
causality of the supreme cause. Therefore no 
secondary cause can produce anything, unless 
there is presupposed in the thing produced 
something that is caused by a higher cause. But 
creation is the production of a thing in its entire 
substance, nothing being presupposed, either 
uncreated or created. Hence it remains that 
nothing can create except God alone, Who is the 
first cause. Therefore, in order to show that all 
bodies were created immediately by God, Moses 
said: In the beginning God created heaven and 
earth, 

Reply Obj. 1. In the production of things an 
order exists, but not such that one creature is 
created by another, for that is impossible, but 
rather such that by the Divine wisdom diverse 
grades are constituted in creatures. 

Reply Obj. 2. God Himself, though one, has 
knowledge of many and different things without 
detriment to the simplicity of His nature, as has 
been shown above (Q. xv, A. 2), so that by His 
wisdom He is the cause of diverse things, pro- 
duced according to the diversity of things as 
known by Him, even as an artificer, by appre- 
hending diverse forms, produces diverse works 
of art. 

Reply Obj. 3. The amount of the power of an 
agent is measured not only by the thing made, 
but also by the manner of making it; for one 
and the same thing is made in one way by a 
higher power, in another by a lower. But the 
production of finite things, where nothing is pre- 
supposed as existing, is the work of infinite pow- 
er, and, as such, can belong to no creature. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Forms of Bodies Are 
From the Angels? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the forms of bodies are from 
the angels. 

Odjection 1. For Boéthius says (De Trin.)* 

1 Chap. 2 (PL 64, 1250). 
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“From forms that are without matter come the 
forms that are in matter.” But forms that are 
without matter are spiritual substances, and 
forms that are in matter are the forms of bodies. 
Therefore, the forms of bodies are from spirit- 
ual substances. 

Obj. 2. Further, all that is by participation 
is reduced to that which is by essence. But 
spiritual substances are forms by their es- 
sence, whereas corporeal creatures have forms 
by participation. Therefore the forms of cor- 
poreal things are derived from spiritual sub- 
stances, 

Obj. 3. Further, spiritual substances have 
more power of causing than the heavenly bodies. 
But the heavenly bodies give form to things 
here below, for which reason they are said to 
cause generation and corruption. Much more, 
therefore, are material forms derived from spir- 
itual substances. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
8) :? “We must not suppose that this corporeal 
matter serves the angels at their nod, but rather 
that it obeys God thus.” But corporeal matter 
may be said thus to serve that from which it re- 
ccives its form. Corporeal forms, then, are not 
from the angels, but from God. 

I answer that, It was the opinion of some that 
all corporeal forms are derived from spiritual 
substances, which we call the angels. And there 
are two ways in which this has been stated. 

For Plato held that the forms of corporeal 
matter are derived from, and formed by, forms 
immaterially subsisting,’ by a kind of participa- 
tion.* Thus he held’ that there exists an imma- 
terial man, and an immaterial horse, and so 
forth, and that from such the singular sensible 
things that we sce are constituted, in so far as 
in corporeal matter there endures the impres- 
sion received from these separate forms, by a 
kind of assimilation, or as he calls it, participa- 
tion. And, according to the Platonists, the order 
of forms corresponds to the order of those sepa- 
rate substances;® for example, that there is a 
single separate substance, which is a horse and 
the cause of all horses, whilst above this is sepa- 
rate life, or per se life, as they term it, which is 
the cause of all life, and that above this again 
is that which they call] being itself, which is the 
cause of all being. 

2 PL 42, 875. 

3 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 9 (913); Phaedo (100). 

* Aristotle, op. cit., 1, 6 (9879). 

§ Aristotle, [bid., 111, 2 (9978). | 

6 Lib. de Causis, x (BA 163.14). Cf. Proclus, Insi. Theol., 
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| Avicenna,! rane, and certain others,“have 
maintained that the forms.of corporeal things 
do not, subsist per s¢ in matter, but in the intel- 
lect only. Thus they say that from forms. exist- 
ing in the intellect of spiritual creatures (called 
intelligences by them, but angels by us) proceed 
all the forms in corporeal matter, as the form of 
his handiwork proceeds from the forms in the 
mind of the craftsman.’ This theory seems to be 
the same as that of certain heretics, of modern 
times, who say that God indeed created all 
things, but that the devil formed corporeal mat- 
ter, and differentiated it into species. 

But all these opinions seem to have a common 
‘root. They all, in fact, sought for a cause of 
forms as though the form were of itself brought 
into being. Whereas, as Aristotle’ proves, what 
is, properly speaking, made, is the composite. 
Now, such are the forms of corruptible things 
that at one time they exist and at another they 
do not exist, without being themselves generated 
or corrupted, but by reason of the generation or 
corruption of the composite, since even forms 
have not being, but composites have being 
through forms; for, according to a thing’s mode 
of being, is the mode in which it is brought into 
being. Since, then, like is produced from like, we 
must not look for the cause of corporeal forms 
in any immaterial form, but in something that 
is composite, as this fire is generated by that 
fire. Corporeal forms, therefore, are caused not 
as emanations from some immaterial form, but 
by matter being brought from potency into act 
by some composite agent. But since the compo- 
site agent. which is a body, is moved by a cre- 
ated spiritual substance, as Augustine says (De 
Trin. iii, 4),® it follows further that even cor- 
poreal forms are derived from spiritual sub- 
stances, not as emanating from them, but as the 
term of their movement. And, further still, the 
species of the angelic intellect, which are, as it 
were, the seminal types of corporeal forms, 
must be referred to God as the first cause. 

But in the first production of corporeal crea- 
tures no transmutation from potency to act can 
have taken place, and accordingly, the corporeal 
forms that bodies had when first produced came 
immediately from God, whose bidding alone 
matter obeys, as its proper cause. To signify 
this, Moses prefaces each work with the words, 
God said, Let this thing be, or that, to denote 


1 Meta., Vil, 2 (g6rb). 

® Avicebron, Fons Vitae, 113, 23 (134.24). 

§ Avicenna, Meia., 1x, 3 (103vb); De An., Iv, 4 (20vb). 

4The Albigensians; see the Lateran Council, 1v (1215) 
(MA xxu, 982; DZ 42%). 

5 Metaphysics, vu, 8, 9 (1033°17, 1034°10), ° PL 42,873. 
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the formation of all things by the Word of God, 
from ‘Whom, according to Augustine,” is. “all 
form and fitness and concord of parts.” . 

Reply Obj. 1. By forms without matter, Boé- 
thius understands the types of things in the 
mind of God. Thus the Apostle says (Heb. 11. 
3): By faith we understand that the world was 
Jramed by the Word of God; that from invisible 
things visible things might be made. But if by 
immaterial forms he understands the angels, we 
say that from them come material forms, not by 
emanation, but by motion. 

Reply Obj. 2, Participated forms in matter 
are reduced, not to self-subsisting forms of the 
same nature, as the Platonists held. but either 
to intelligible forms or the angelic intellect, 
from which they proceed by movement, or, still 
higher, to the types in the Divine intellect, ‘by 
which the seeds of forms are implanted in cre- 
ated things, that they may be able to be brought 
by movement into act. 

Reply Obj. 3. The heavenly bodies inform 
earthly ones by movement, not by emanation, 


QUESTION LXVI 
OF THE ORDER OF CREATION WITH 
REGARD TO DISTINCTION 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must next consider the work of distinction; 
first, the ordering of creation with regard to dis- 
tinction; secondly, the distinction itself. Under 
the first head there are four points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether formlessness of created matter 
preceded in time its distinction? (2) Whether 
the matter of all corporeal things is the same? 
(3) Whether the empyrean heaven was created 
contemporaneously with formless matter? (4) 
Whether time was created simultaneously with 
it? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Formlessness of Created 
Matter Preceded in Time Its Formation? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that formlessness of matter preceded in 
time its formation. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Gen. 1. 2): The 
earth was void and empty, or invisible and 
shapeless, according to another version,’ by 
which is understood “the formlessness of mat- 
ter,” as Augustine says.® Therefore matter was 
formless until it received its form. 


7 In Joan., tract. 1, 0n 1.3 (PL 35, 1386). 

® The Septuagint. 

® Confessions, x11, 15 (PL 32, 831); cf. also Gen. ad ét., 
tt, 11 (PL 34, 272). 
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Obj. 2. Further, nature in its working imi- 
tates the working of God, as a secondary cause 
imitates a first cause. But in the working of na- 
ture formlessness precedes form in time. It does 
so, therefore, in the Divine working. 

Obj. 3. Further, matter is higher than acci- 
dent, for matter is part of substance. But God 
can effect that accident exist without substance, 
as in the Sacrament of the Altar. He could, 
therefore, cause matter to be without form. 

On the contrary, An imperfect effect proves 
imperfection in the agent. But God is an agent 
absolutely perfect; therefore it is said of Him 
(Deut. 32. 4): The works of God are perfect. 
Therefore the work of His creation was at no 
time formless. 

Further, the formation of corporeal creatures 
was effected by the work of distinction But con- 
fusion is opposed to distinction, as formlessness 
to form. If, therefore, formlessness preceded in 
time the formation of matter, it follows that at 
the beginning confusion, called by the ancients 
chaos,! existed in the corporeal creation. 

T answer that, On this point holy men differ 
in opinion. Augustine, for instance (Gen. ad lit. 
i, 18),” believes that the formlessness of cor- 
poreal matter was not prior in time to its forma- 
tion. but only in origin or the order of nature, 
whereas others, as Basil (Zlom ii in HWexaém.) 3 
Ambrose (in Hexaém. 7),4 and Chrysostom 
(Hom. ii in Gen.),® hold that formlessness of 
matter preceded in time its formation. And al- 
though these opinions seem contradictory, in 
reality they differ but little; for Augustine takes 
the formlessness of matter in a different sense 
from the others. 

In the sense of Augustine it means the lack of 
all form, and if we understand it in this way we 
cannot say that the formlessness of matter was 
prior in time either to its formation or to its 
distinction. As to formation, the argument is 
clear. For if formless matter preceded in dura- 
tion, it was already in act; for this is implied by 
duration, since the end of creation is being in 
act, and what is act is itself a form. To say, 
then, that matter preceded, but without form, is 
to say being in act without act, whichis a contra- 
diction in terms. Nor can it be said that it pos- 
sessed some commen form, on which afterwards 
follow the different forms, that distinguish it. 

1Cf. Aristotle, Physics, 1, 4 (187"23); Alctaphysics, X11, 
2 (10922). 

2PL a4, 257; cf. also Confessions, x11, 40 (PL 32, 843). 

3 PG 20, 29. 

4PL 14, 148. 

5 P(S 53, 30. See also Peter Lombard, Sen/., 11, x11, 2 
(QR 1, 359). 
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For this would be to hold the opinion of the an- 
cient natural philosophers, who maintained that 
primary matter was some body in act, as fire, 
air, water, or some intermediate substance. 
Hence, it followed that “to be made means only 
to be changed” ;® for since that preceding form 
bestowed actual substantial being, and made 
some particular thing to be, it would result that 
the supervening form would not simply make an 
actual being. but this actual being; which is 
proper to the accidental form. Thus the conse- 
quent forms would be merely accidents, imply- 
ing not generation, but alteration. Hence we 
must assert that primary matter was not created 
altogether formless, nor under any one common 
form, but under distinct forms. And so, if the 
formlessness of matter be taken as referring to 
the condition of primary matter, which in itself 
is formless, this formlessness did not precede in 
time its formation or distinction, but only in 
origin and nature, as Augustine says; in the 
same way as potency is prior to act, and the part 
to the whole. But the other holy writers under- 
stand by formlessness not the exclusion of all 
form, but the absence of that beauty and come- 
liness which are now apparent in the corporeal 
creation. Accordingly they say that the formless- 
ness of corporeal matter preceded tts form in 
duration. And so, when this is considered, it ap- 
pears that Augustine agrees with them in some 
respects, and in others disagrees, as will be 
shown later (Q. LXIx, A. 1; and Q. LXXIV, A. 2). 

As far as may be gathered from the text of 
Genesis a threefold beauty was wanting to cor- 
poreal creatures, for which reason they are said 
to be without form For the beauty of light was 
wanting to all that transparent body which we 
call the‘heavens, and so it is said that darkuess 
was upon the face of the deep. And the earth 
lacked beauty in two ways: first, that beauty 
which it acquired when its waterv veil was with- 
drawn, and so we read that the earth was void, 
or invisible, since the waters covered and con- 
cealed it from view; secondly, that which it de- 
rives from being adorned by herbs and plants, 
for which reason it is called empty, or, accord- 
ing tq another reading,’ shapeless—that is, un- 
adorned. Thus after mention of two created na- 
tures, the heaven and the earth. the formless- 
ness of the heaven is indicated by the words. 
darkness was upon the face of the deep, since 
the air is included under heaven; and the form- 
lessness of the earth by the words, the earth was 
void and empty. 


6 Aristotle, Physics, 1, 4 (187%12). 
7 The Septuagint. 
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Reply Obj, 1. The word earth is taken differ- 
ently in this passage by Augustine, and by other 
writers. Augustine holds that by the words 
“earth” and “water,” in this passage, primary 
matter itself is signified, on account of its being 
impossible for Moses to make the idea of such 
matter intelligible to an undeveloped people, 
except under the likeness of well-known objects. 
Hence he uses a variety of figures in speaking of 
it, calling it not water only, nor earth only, lest 
they should think it to be in very truth water or 
earth. At the same time it has so far a likeness 
to earth in that it is susceptible of form, and to 
water in its adaptability to a variety of forms. 
In this respect, then, the earth is said to be void 
and empty, or invisible and shapeless, that mat- 
ter is known by means of form. Hence, consid- 
ered in itself, it is called invisible or void, and 
its potency is completed by form; thus Plato 
says that matter is “place.”! But other holy 
writers understand by earth the element of 
earth, and we have said how, in this sense, the 
earth was, according to them, without form. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nature produces effect in act 
from being in potency; and consequently in the 
operations of nature potency must precede act 
in time and formlessness precede form. But God 
produces being in act out of nothing, and can, 
therefore, produce a perfect thing in an instant, 
according to the greatness of His power. 

Reply Obj. 3. Accident, in so far as it is a 
form, is a kind of act, but matter is essentially 
being in potency. Hence it is more inconsonant 
that matter should be in act without form than 
for accident to be without subject. 

In reply to the first argument in the contrary 
sense, we say that if, according to some holy 
writers, formlessness was prior in time to the 
informing of matter. this arose not from want 
of power on God’s part, but from His wisdom, 
and from the design of preserving due order in 
the disposition of creatures by developing per- 
fection from imperfection. 

In reply to the second argument, we say that 
certain of the ancient natural philosophers main- 
tained “confusion” devoid of all distinction, ex- 
cept Anaxagoras, who taught that the intellect 
alone was distinct and without admixture. But 
previous to the work of distinction Holy Scrip- 
ture enumerates several kinds of differentiation, 
the first being that of the heaven from the earth, 
in which even a material distinction is expressed, 
as will be shown later (A. 3; Q. LXVIII, A. I). 
This is signified by the words, Jn the beginning 


Cf. Aristotle, Physics, 1v, 2 (20911); Timaeus (52); 
and translation of Chalcidius, Sect. 26 (DD 179). 
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God created heaven and earth, The second dis- 
tinction mentioned is that of the elements ac- 
cording to their forms, since both earth and 
water are named. That air and fire are not men- 
tioned by name is due to the fact that the cor- 
poreal nature of these would not be so evident 
as that of earth and water to the primitive peo- 
ple to whom Moses spoke. Plato,” nevertheless, 
understood air to be signified by the words, 
Spirit of God, since spirit is another name for 
air, and considered that by the word heaven is 
meant fire, for he held heaven to be composed 
of fire, as Augustine relates.? But Rabbi Moses,‘ 
though otherwise agreeing with Plato, says that 
fire is signified by the word darkness, since, said 
he, fire does not shine in its own sphere. How- 
ever, it seems more reasonable to hold to what 
we stated above; because by the words Spirit of 
God Scripture usually means the Holy Ghost, 
Who is said to “move over the waters,” not, in- 
deed, in bodily shape, but as the craftsman’s will 
may be said to move over the material to which 
he intends to give a form. The third distinction 
is that of place, since the earth is said to be 
under the waters that rendered it invisible, 
whilst the air, the subject of darkness, is de- 
scribed as being above the waters, in the words: 
Darkness was upon the face of the deep. The 
remaining distinctions will appear from what 
follows (Q. LXIx). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Formless Matter of All 
Corporeal Things Is One? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the formless matter of all cor- 
poreal things is one. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says:* “I find two 
things Thou hast made, one formed, the other 
formless,” and he says that the latter was “‘the 
earth invisible and shapeless,” whereby, he says, 
the matter of all corporeal things is designated. 
Therefore the matter of all corporeal things is 
the same. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says:® 
“Things that are one in genus are one in mat- 

er.” But all corporeal things are in the same 
genus of body. Therefore the matter of all 
bodies is the same. 

Obj. 3. Further, different acts are realized in‘ 
different potencies, and the same act in the same 
potency. But all bodies have the same form, cor- 

2 Aristotle, Physics, vill, 5 (25625); Metaphysics, 1, 8 
(98°15). 
3 City of God, viit, 11 (PL 41, 236); Timacus (31; 32), 

4 Guide, 11, 30 (FR 213). 

6 Confessions, x11, 15 (PL 32, 831). 

® Metaphysics, v, 6 (101624). 
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poreity. Therefore all bodies have the same mat- 
ter. | 

Obj. 4, Further, matter considered in itself is 
only in potency. But distinction is due to form. 
Therefore matter considered in itself is the same 
in all corporeal things. 

On the contrary, Things of which the matter 
is the same are mutually interchangeable, and 
mutually active or passive, as is said.’ But heav- 
enly and earthly bodies do not act upon each 
other mutually. Therefore their matter is not 
the same. 

I answer that, On this question the opinions 
of philosophers have differed. Plato and all who 
preceded Aristotle held that all bodies are of the 
nature of the four elements.? Hence, because the 
four elements have one common matter, as their 
mutual generation and corruption prove, it fol- 
lowed that the matter of all bodies is the same. 
But the fact of the incorruptibility of some bod- 
ies was ascribed by Plato® not to the condition 
of matter, but to the will of the artificer, God, 
Whom he represents as saying to the heavenly 
bodies: “By your own nature you are subject 
to dissolution, but by My will you are indis- 
soluble, for My will is more powerful than the 
link that binds you together.” But this theory 
Aristotle disproves‘ by the natural movements 
of bodies. For since, he says, the heavenly bodies 
have a natural movement different from that of 
the elements, it follows that they have a differ- 
ent nature from them. For movement in a circle, 
which is proper to the heavenly bodies, is not by 
contraries, whereas the movements of the ele- 
ments are mutually contrary, one tending up- 
wards, another downwards; so, therefore, the 
heavenly body is without contrariety, whereas 
the elemental bodies have contrariety in their 
nature. And as generation and corruption are 
from contraries it follows that, whereas the ele- 
ments are corruptible, the heavenly bodies are 
incorruptible. 

But in spite of this difference of natural cor- 
tuption and incorruption, Avicebron taught? 
unity of matter in all bodies, arguing from their 
unity of form. And, indeed, if corporeity were 
one form in itself, on which the other forms that 
distinguish bodies from each other supervene, 


1 Aristotle, Generation and Corruption, 1, 6 (32218), 
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this ‘argument would necessarily be'true; for 
this form of corporeity would inhere in matter 
immutably, and so far all bodies would be in- 
corruptible. But corruption would then be mere- 
ly accidental through the disappearance of the 
forms that follow—that is to say, it would not be 
absolute corruption, but relative, since a being 
in act would subsist under the privation. Thus 
the ancient natural philosophers taught® that 
the substratum of bodies was some actual being, 
such as air or fire. 

But supposing that there is no form in cor- 
ruptible bodies which remains as a substratum 
beneath generation and corruption, it follows 
necessarily that the matter of corruptible and 
incorruptible bodies is not the same. For matter, 
as it is in itself, is in potency to form. 

Considered in itself, then, matter must be in 
potency in respect to all those forms to which 
it is common, and in receiving any one form it 
is in act only as regards that form. Hence it re- 
mains in potency to all other forms. And this 
is the case even where some forms are more per- 
fect than others, and contain these others vir- 
tually in themselves. For potency in itself is in- 
different with respect to perfection and imper- 
fection, so that under an imperfect form it is in 
potency to a perfect form, and vice versa. Mat- 
ter, therefore, while existing under the form of 
an incorruptible body, would be in potency to 
the form of a corruptible body; and as it does 
not actually possess the latter, it has both form 
and the privation of form; for want of a form 
in that which is in potency thereto is privation. 
But this is the disposition of a corruptible body. 
It is therefore impossible that bodies by nature 
corruptible, and those by nature incorruptible, 
should possess the same matter. 

Neither can we say, as Averroes’ imagines, 
that the heavenly body itself is the matter of the 
heaven—being in potency with regard to place, 
though not to being, and that its ‘orm is a sepa- 
rate substance united to it as its moving force. 
For it is impossible to suppose any being in act 
unless,in its totality it be act and form, or be 
something which has act or form. Setting aside, 
then, in thought, the separate substance stated 
to be 4 mover, if the heavenly body is not some- 
thing having form—that is, something com- 
posed of a form and the subject of that form— 
it follows that in its totality it is form and act. 
But every such thing is something intelligible in 
act, which the heavenly bodies are not, being 
sensible. It follows, then, that the matter of the 


© See above, A. 1. 
7 De Subst. Orbis, chap. 3 (1x, 9A). 
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heavenly bodlies, considered in itself, is in po- 
tency to that form alone which it actually pos- 
sesses, Nor does it concern the point at issue to 
inquire whether this is a soul or any other thing.! 
Hence this form perfects this matter in such a 
way that there remains in it no potency with re- 
spect to being, but only to place, as Aristotle 
says? So, then, the matter of the heavenly 
bodies and of the elements is not the same, ex- 
cept by analogy, in so far as they agree in the 
character of potency. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine follows in this the 
opinion of Plato,® who does not admit a fifth es- 
sence. Or we may say that formless matter is one 
with the unity of order, as all bodies are one in 
the order of corporeal creatures. 

Reply Obj. 2. If genus is taken in a physical 
sense, “corruptible and incorruptible things are 
not in the same genus” on account of their dif- 
ferent modes of potency, as is said in the Meta- 
physics, Logically considered, however, there is 
but one genus of all bodies, since they are all in- 
cluded in the one notion of corporeity. 

Reply Obj. 3. The form of corporeity is not 
one in all bodies, since it is no other than the 
various forms by which bodies are distinguished, 
as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 4. As potency is referred to act, 
potential beings are differentiated by their dif- 
ferent acts, as sight is by colour, hearing by 
sound. Therefore the matter of the celestial 
bodies is different from that of the elemental 
body because the matter of the celestial body is 
not in potentiality to an elemental form. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Empyrean Heaven Was 
Created At the Same Time As Formless Matter? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the empyrean heaven was not 
created at the same time as formless matter. 

Objection 1. For the empyrean, if it is any- 
thing at all, must be a sensible body. But all sen- 
sible bodies are movable, and the empyrean 
heaven is not movable. For if it were so, its 
movement would be ascertained by the move- 
ment of some visible body, which is not the case. 
The empyrean heaven, then, was not created at 
the same time as formless matter. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
4)® that “the lower bodies are governed by the 
higher in a certain order.” If, therefore, the em- 


1 See below, 0. LXXx. 

9 Metaphysics, xu, 2 (1069°26), 
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pyrean heaven is the highest of bodiés, it must | 
necessarily exercise some influence on bodies bes. 
low it. Byt this. does not seem to be the case, es- 

pecially as it is presumed to be without motion; 

for one body cannot move another unless it be 

moved itself also. Therefore the empyrean heav- 
en was not created together with formless mat- 
ter, ; | 
Obj. 3. Further, if it is held® that the empyr- 

ean heaven is the place of contemplation, and 

not ordained to natural effects, Augustine says 

on the contrary (De Trin. iv, 20) :7 “In so far as 
we mentally apprehend eternal things, so far are 

we not of this world,” from which it is clear that 

contemplation lifts the mind above corporeal: 
things. Corporeal place, therefore, cannot be the 

seat of contemplation. 

Obj. 4. Further, among the heavenly bodies 
there is a body partly transparent and partly 
luminous, which we call the sidereal heaven, 
There exists also a heaven wholly transparent, 
called by some® the aqueous or crystalline heay- 
en. If, then, there exists a still higher heaven, it 
must be wholly luminous. But this cannot be, 
for then the air would be constantly illuminated, 
and there would be no night. Therefore the em- 
pyrean heaven was not created together with 
formless matter. 

On the contrary, Strabus says® that in the pas- 
sage, In the beginning God created heaven and 
earth, “heaven denotes not the visible firma- 
ment, but the empyrean or fiery heaven.” 

I answer that, The empyrean heaven rests 
only on the authority of Strabus and Bede, and 
also of Basil, all of whom agree in one respect, 
namely, in holding it to be the place of the 
blessed. Strabus!° and Bede!! say that as soon “as 
created it was filled with the angels’; and Basil!? 
says: ‘‘Just as the lost are driven into the lowest 
darkness, so the reward for worthy deeds is laid 
up in the light beyond this world, where the just 
shall obtain the abode of rest.” But they differ 
in the reasons on which they base their state- 
ment. Strabus and Bede teach that there is an 
empyrean heaven, because the firmament, which 
they take to mean the sidereal] heaven, is said to 
have been made not in the beginning, but on the 
second day; but the reason given by Basil!® is 
that otherwise God would seem to have made 
darkness His first work, as the Manicheans 

6 Cf. Albert, Jn Sent., us, dist. 11, A. 5 (BO xxv, $4). 

7 PL 42, 907. 

8 Cf. below, 0. LXVIII, AA. 2, 4. 

9 Cf. Glossa ordin., super Gen., 1, t (1, 23F). 10 Jbid. 

" Hexaém., 1 (PL o1, 18); In Pentat.,1 (PL gx, 191). 


12 In Hexaém., 1 (PG 20, 41). 
18 Tbid., u (PG 29, 37). 
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falsely assert, when they call the God of the Old 
Testament the God of darkness. 

These reasons, however, are not very compel- 
ling. For the question of the firmament, said to 
have been made on the second day, is solved in 
one way by Augustine! and in another by other 
holy writers.? But the question of the darkness 
is explained according to Augustine? by suppos- 
ing that formlessness, signified by darkness, pre- 
ceded form not by duration but by origin. Ac- 
cording to others,‘ however, since darkness is no 
creature, but a privation of light, it is a proof of 
Divine wisdom that the things it created from 
nothing it produced first of all in an imperfect 
state, and afterwards brought them to perfec- 
tion. 

But a better reason can be drawn from the 
state of glory itself. For in the reward to come a 
twofold glory is looked for, spiritual and corpo- 
real, not only in the human body to be glorified, 
but in the whole world which is to be made new. 
Now the spiritual glory began with the begin- 
ning of the world, in the blessedness of the an- 
gels, equality with whom is promised to the 
saints. It was fitting, then, that even from the 
first there should be made some beginning of 
bodily glory in something corporeal, free at the 
very outset from the servitude of corruption and 
change, and wholly luminous, even as the whole 
bodily creation, after the Resurrection, is ex- 
pected to be. So, then, that heaven is called the 
empyrean, that is, fiery, not from its heat, but 
from its brightness.’ It is to he noticed, however, 
that Augustine’ says that Porphyry “sets the de- 
mons apart from the angels by supposing that 
the former inhabit the air, the latter the ether, 
or empyrean.” But Porphyry, as a Platonist, 
held the heaven known as sidereal to be fiery,’ 
and therefore called it empyrean or ethereal, 
taking ethereal to denote the burning of flame, 
and not as Aristotle understands it, swiftness of 
movement.’ This much has been said to prevent 
anyone from supposing that Augustine main- 
tained an empyrean heaven in the sense under- 
stood by modern writers.® 

Reply Obj. t. Sensible corporeal things are 

1 Gen. ad lit.,1, 9 (PL 34, 252); ef. alson, 4 (265). 

2 Bede, Hexaém.,1 (PL or. 13); cf. Glossa ordin., on Gen. 
t.t (1, 23F); on Gen. 1.0 (1, 24G); also, Glossa interl., on 
Gen. 1.6 (1, 25r). 

8 Conira Adv. Legis et Proph ,1, 8, 9 (PL 42, 608, 609). 

4 Bede, Hexaem., 1, on Gen. 1.2 (PL or, 15). 

§ Cf. Glossa ordin., on Gen. 1.1 (1, 23F). 

§ City of God, X,9 (PL 41, 287). 

7 See below, Q. LXVIII, A. 1. 

8 Heavens, 1, 3 (270"20); Meteorology, 1, 3 (339°21). 


® Following the authority of Bede and Strabus. See 
below, Q. LXVIIL, A. 4. 
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movable in the present state of the world, for by 
the movement of corporeal creatures is secured 
the multiplication of the elements. But when 
glory is finally consummated, the movement of 
bodies will cease. And such must have been from 
the beginning the condition of the empyrean 
heaven. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is sufficiently probable, as 
some assert,!° that the empyrean heaven, having 
the state of glory for its ordained end, does not 
influence inferior bodies of another order— 
those, namely, that are directed only to natural 
ends, Yet it seems still more probable that it does 
influence bodies that are moved, even though it 
is itself not moved, just as angels of the highest 
rank, who stand by the throne of God, influence 
those of lower degree who act as messengers, 
though they themselves are not sent, as Diony- 
sius teaches (Cel. Hier. xiii)."! For this reason 
it may be said that the influence of the empyre- 
an upon that which is called the first heaven, and 
is moved, produces therein not something that 
comes and goes a5 a result of movement, but 
something of a fixed and stable nature, as the 
power of conservation or causation, or some- 
thing of that kind pertaining to dignity. 

Reply 067 3 Corporeal place is assigned to 
contemplation not as necessary, but as fitting, 
that the splendour without may correspond to 
that which is within Hence Basil (Hom. ii in 
Hexaém.)" says: ‘“The ministering spirit could 
not live in darkness, but made his habitual 
dwelling in light and joy.”’ 

Reply Obj. 4. As Basil says (bid.): ‘It is cer- 
tain that the heaven was created spherical in 
shape, of dense body, and sufficiently strong to 
separate what is outside it from what it encloses. 
On this account it darkens the region external to 
it, the light by which itself is lit up being shut 
out from that region.” But since the body of the 
firmament. though solid. is transarent, since it 
does not exclude light (and this is clear frum the 
fact that we can see the stars through the in- 
tervening heavens), we may also say that the 
empyrean heaven has light, not condensed so as 
to emit rays, as the sun does, but of a more sub- 
tle nature. Or it may have the brightness of 
glory which differs from natural brightness, 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Time Was Created Stmul- 
taneously With Formless Matter? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that time was not created simultan- 
eously with formless matter. 


0 Albert, Jn Sent., 11, dist. 11, a. § (BO xxvni, 54). 
11 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 301). 12 PG 20, 41. 


Objection.a. For Augustine says:' “I find two 
things that Thou didst create before time was,”’ 
namely the first corporeal matter, and the angel- 
ic nature, Therefore time was not created with 
formless matter. 

Obj. 2, Further, time is divided by day and 
night. But in the beginning there was neither day 
nor night, for these began when God divided the 
light from the darkness. Therefore in the begin- 
ning time was not. 

Obj. 3. Further, time is the measure of the 
firmament’s movement; and the firmament is 
said to have been made on the second day. 
Therefore in the beginning time was not. 

Obj. 4. Further, movement precedes time, and 
therefore should be reckoned among the first 
things created, rather than time. 

Obj. 5. Further, as time is the extrinsic meas- 
ure of things, so is place. Place, then, as truly as 
time, must be reckoned among the things first 
created. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
i, 1):* Both spiritual and corporeal creatures 
were created “at the beginning of time.” 

I answer that, It is commonly said that the 
first things created were these four—the an- 
gelic nature, the empyrean heaven, formless 
corporeal matter. and time.® It must be ob- 
served, however, that this is not the opinion of 
Augustine. For he specifies’ only two things as 
first created—the angelic nature and corporeal 
matter—making no mention of the empyrcan 
heaven. But these two, namely, the angelic na- 
ture and formless matter, precede the formation 
by nature only, and not by duration; and there- 
fore, as they precede formation, so do they pre- 
cede movement and time. Time, therefore, can- 
not be included among them. But the enumera- 
tion above given is that of other holy writers,’ 
who hold that the formlessness of matter pre- 
ceded by duration its form, and this view postu- 
lates the existence of time as the measure of 
duration; for otherwise there would be no such 
measure. 

Reply Obj. 1. The teaching of Augustine rests 
on the opinion that the angelic nature and form- 
less matter precede time by origin or nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. As in the opinion of some holy 
writers® matter was in some measure formless 
before it received its full form, so time was ina 
manner formless before it was fully formed and 
distinguished into day and night. 


1 Confessions, x11, 15 (PL 32, 831). 2 PL 34, 247. 
3 Albert, Summa de Creat., 1 (BO xXXIx, 307). 

* Confessions, xu, 15 (PL 32, 831). 

§ See above, A. 1. 8 See above, A. I. 
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Reply Obj. 3. If the movement of the firma 
ment did not begin immediately from the be- 
ginning, then the time that preceded was the 
measure, not of the firmament’s movement, but 
of the first movement of whatsoever kind. For 
it is accidental to time to be the measure of the 
firmament’s movement, in so far as this is the 
first movement. But if the first movement was 
another than this, time would have been its 
measure, for everything is measured by the 
first of its kind. And it must be granted that at 
once from the beginning, there was movement 
of some kind, at least in the succession of con- 
cepts and affections in the angelic mind. But 
movement without time cannot be conceived, 
since time is nothing else than the measure of 
priority and succession in movement. 

Reply Obj. 4. Among the first created things 
are to be reckoned those which have a general 
relationship to things. And, therefore, among 
these time must be included, as having the na- 
ture of a common measure; but not movement, 
which is related only to the movable subject. 

Reply Obj. §. Place is understood as existing 
in the empyrean heaven, which is the boundary 
of the universe. And since place has reference 
to things permanent, it was created at once in 
its totality. But time, as not being permanent, 
was created in its beginning; even as in the 
same way we cannot lay hold of any part of 
time save the now. 


QUESTION LXVII 
OF THE WORK OF DISTINCTION IN 
ITSELF 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must consider next the work of distinction 
in itself. First, the work of the first day; sec- 
ondly, the work of the second day (Q. Lxvut); 
thirdly, the work of the third day (Q. Lxrx). 

Under the first head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the word light is used in 
ils proper sense in speaking of spiritual things? 
(2) Whether light, in corporeal things, is itself 
corporeal? (3) Whether light is a quality? (4) 
Whether light was fittingly made on the first 
dayr 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Word Light Is Used 
in Its Proper Sense in Speaking of Spiritual 
Things? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that light is used in its proper sense 
in spiritual things. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
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‘iv, 28)* that in spiritual things “light is better 
and surer; and that Christ is ‘not called Light 
in the same sense as He is called the Stone; the 
férmer is to be taken literally, and the latter 
figuratively.” 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv)? 
includes Light among the intelligible names of 
God. But such names are used in their proper 
sense in spiritual things. Therefore light is used 
in its proper sense in spiritual matters. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Apostle says (Eph. 5. 
13): All that is made manifest is light. But to 
be' made manifest belongs more properly to 
spiritual things than to corporeal. Therefore 
also does light. 

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fid. ii)® 
that Splendour is among those things which are 
said of God metaphorically. 

Z answer that, Any word may be used in two 
ways—that is to say, either in its original ap- 
plication or according to custom. This is clearly 
shown in the word “sight,” originally applied to 
the act of the sense, and then, as sight is the 
noblest and most trustworthy of the senses, ex- 
tended in common speech to all knowledge ob- 
tained through the other senses. Thus we say, 
“See how it tastes,” or smells, or is hot. Further, 
sight is applied to knowledge obtained through 
the intellect, as in those words: Blessed are the 
clean of heart, for they shall see God (Matt. 
5. 8). And thus it is with the word light. In its 
primary meaning it signifies that which makes 
manifest to the sense of sight; afterwards it 
was extended to that which makes manifest to 
knowledge of any kind. If, then, the word is 
taken in its strict and primary meaning, it is to 
be understood metaphorically when applied to 
spiritual things, as Ambrose says (/oc. ctt.). But 
if taken according to the usage of speech, as 
applied to manifestation of every kind, it may 
properly be applied to spiritual things. 

The answer to the objections will sufficiently 
appear from what has been said. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Light is a Body? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that light is a body. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Lib. 
Arb. iii, 5)‘ that “light takes the first place 
among bodies.” Therefore light is a bedy. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says® that 
light is a species of fire. But fire is a body, and 
therefore so is light. 


IPL 34, 315. * Sect. 5 (PG 3, 700). 
4 Prol. (PL 16, 584). 4PL 32, 1270. 
4 Topics, v, 5 (13429). 
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‘0bj: 3. Further, to be borne, to be divided, to 
be reflected, is proper to bodies; and-all these 
are attributed to light and its rays. Moreover, 
different rays of light, as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom.),° are united and separated, which seems 
impossible unless they are bodies. Therefore 
light is a body. 

On the contrary, Two bodies cannot occupy 
the same place simultaneously. But this is the 
case with light and air. Therefore light is not 
a body. 

I answer that, Light cannot be a body, which 
appears in three ways. First, on the part of 
place. For the place of any one body is different 
from that of any other, nor is it possible, natu- 
rally speaking, for any two bodies, of whatever 
nature, to exist simultaneously in the same 
place, since contiguity requires distinction of 
place. 

The second reason is from the nature of 
movement. For if hght were a body, illumina- 
tion would be the local motion of a body. Now 
no Jocal motion of a body can be instantaneous, 
as everything that moves from one place to an- 
other must pass through the intervening space 
before reaching the end, whereas illumination 
1s Instantaneous. Nor can it be argued that the 
time required is too short to be perceived; for 
though this may be the case in short distances, 
it cannot be so in distances so great as that 
which separates the East from the West. Yet as 
soon as the sun is at the horizon, the whole 
hemisphere is illuminated from end to end. It 
must also be borne in mind on the part of move- 
ment that whereas all bodies have their natural 
determinate movement, that of light is indif- 
ferent as regards direction, working equally in a 
circle as in a straight line. Hence it appears that 
the diffusion of light is not the local motion of 
a body. 

The third reason is from generation and cor- 
ruption. For if light were a body, it would fol- 
low that whenever the air is darkened by the 
absence of the luminary, the body of light 
would be corrupted, and its matter would re- 
ceive a new form. But unless we are to say that 
darkness is a body, this does not appear to be 
the case. Neither does it appear from what 
matter a body can be daily generated large 
enough to fill the intervening hemisphere. Also 
it would be absurd to say that a body of so 
great bulk is corrupted by the mere absence of 
the luminary. And should anyone reply that it 
is not corrupted, but approaches and moves 
round with the sun, we may ask why it is that 
. §11,4 (PG 3, 642). 
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when a lighted candle is obscured by the inter- 
vening object the whole room is darkened? It 
is not that the light is condensed round the 
candle when this is done, since it burns no more 
brightly then than it burned before. 

Since, therefore, these things go against not 
only reason, but also the sense, we must con- 
clude that light cannot be a body. 

Reply O67. 1. Augustine takes light to be a 
luminous body in act—in other words, to be 
fire, the noblest of the four elements. 

Reply Obj. 2. Aristotle refers to light as fire 
existing in its proper matter; just as fire in 
aerial matter is called flame, or in earthly mat- 
ter is called coal. Nor must too much atten- 
tion be paid to the instances brought in by Aris- 
totle in his works on logic, as he mentions them 
as probable opinions of other writers. 

Reply Obj. 3. All these properties are as- 
signed to light metaphorically. and might in the 
same way be attributed to heat. For because 
“motion from place to place is naturally the 
first of movements,” as is proved in the Physics,! 
we use terms belonging to local motion in speak- 
ing of alteration and movement of all kinds. 
For even the word distance is extended from 
the idea of place, to that of all contraries, as is 
said in the Metuphysics.* 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Light Is a Quality? 


We proceed thus to the Tnird Article: It 
would seem that light is not a quality. 

Objection 1. For every quality remains in its 
subject, even though the active cause of the 
quality be removed, as heat remains in water 
removed from the fire. But light does not re- 
main in the air when the source of light is with- 
drawn. Therefore light is not a quality. 

Obj. 2, Further, every sensible quality has its 
contrary, as cold is contrasted to heat, black- 
ness to whiteness. But this is not the case with 
light since darkness is merely a privation of 
light. Light therefore is not a sensible quality. 

Obj. 3. Further, a cause is more powerful 
than its effect. But the light of the heavenly 
bodies is a cause of substantial forms of lower 
bodies,’ and also gives spiritual being to colours, 
by making them actually visible. Light, then, is 
not a sensible quality, but rather a substantial 
or spiritual form. 

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fid. Orth. 
i)‘ says that light is a species of quality. 

1 Aristotle, vii1, 7 (260%28). * Aristotle, x, 4 (ros5*9). 

3Qn the Neoplatonic doctrine of light cf. Albert, De 
Caus. et Proc. Univ., 1, 21 (BO X, 469). Cf. also Avicenna, 
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I answer that, Some writers have said® that 
the light in the air has not a natural being such 
as the colour on a wall has, but only an inten- 
tional being, as the likeness of colour in the air. 
But this cannot be the case for two reasons. 
First, because light gives a name to the air, 
since by it the air becomes actually luminous. 
But colour does not do this, for we do not speak 
of the air as coloured. Secondly, because light 
produces natural effects, for by the rays of the 
sun bodies are warmed and natural changes can- 
not be brought about by intentions. 

Others have said® that light is the sun’s sub- 
stantial form, but this also seems impossible for 
two reasons. First, because substantial forms are 
not of themselves sensible; for “what a thing is, 
is the object of the intellect,” as is said in the 
book on the Soul,’ whereas light is visible of it- 
self. In the second place, because it is impossible 
that what is the substantial form of one thing 
should be the accidental form of another, since 
substantial forms of themselves constitute spe- 
cies; hence the substantial form always and ev- 
erywhere accompanies the species. But light is 
not the substantial form of air, for if it were, the 
air would be destroyed when light is with- 
drawn. Hence it cannot be the substantial form 
of the sun. 

We must say, then, that as heat is an active 
quality consequent on the substantial form of 
fire, so light is an active quality consequent on 
the substantial form of the sun, or of another 
body that is of itself luminous, if there is any 
such body. A proof of this is that the rays of 
different stars produce different effects accord- 
ing to the diverse natures of bodies. 

Reply Obj, 1. Since quality follows upon 
substantial form, the mode in which the sub- 
ject receives a quality differs as the mode differs 
in which a subject receives a substantial form. 
For when matter receives form perfectly, the 
qualities consequent upon the form are firm 
and enduring; as when, for instance, water is 
changed into fire. When, however, substantial 
form is received imperfectly, according, as it 
were, to a kind of beginning, the consequent 
quality lasts for a time but is not permanent; as 
may be seen when water which has been heated 
returns in time to its natural state. But illumina- 


5 Bonaventure, Jn Sent., 11,d. x11, A. 3,Q. 2 (QR, 328); 
cf. Averroes, In De An., 1, 70 (v1, 87E); Albert, In De 
An., 11,3, chap 12 (BO v, 255). 

6 Bonaventure, Jn Seni., 11, d. Xm, A. 2, Q. 2 (QR 0, 
320): cf. St. Thomas, Jn De An., 11, 14; also Avicebron, 
Fons Vitae, 1x, 14 (BK 243); Robert Grosseteste, De Luce 
(BR 52.15). Baeumker, Witelo (p. 357; p. 397). 

7 Aristotle, 111, 6 (43028). 
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tion is not produced by the transmutation of 
matter, as though matter received a substantial 
form and illumination were a certain inception 
of substantial form. For this reason light disap- 
pears on the disappearance of its active cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is accidental to light not to 
have a contrary, since it is the natural quality 
of the first corporeal cause of change, which is 
itself removed from contrariety. 

Reply O67. 3. As heat acts towards the form 
of fire as an instrumental cause, by virtue of the 
substantial form, so does light act instrument- 
ally, by virtue of the heavenly bodies, towards 
producing substantial forms; and towards ren- 
dering colours actually visible, since it is a qual- 
ity of the first sensible body. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Production of Light 
Is Fittingly Assigned to the First Day? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the production of light is not 
fittingly assigned to the first day. 

Objection 1 For light, as stated above (A. 3), 
is a quality. But qualities are accidents, and do 
not possess the character of first, but rather the 
character of last. The production of light, then, 
ought not to be assigned to the first day. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is light that distinguishes 
night from day, and this is effected by the sun, 
which is recorded as having heen made on the 
fourth day, Therefore the production of light 
could not have been on the first day. 

Obj. 3. Further, night and day are brought 
about by the circular movement of a luminous 
body. But movement of this kind is proper to 
the firmament, and we read that the firmament 
was made on the second day. Therefore the pro- 
duction of light. dividing night from day, ought 
not to be assigned to the first day. 

Obj. 4. Further, if it be said that spiritual 
light is here spoken of, it may be replied that 
the light made on the first day is distinguished 
from darkness. But in the beginning spiritual 
darkness was not, for even the demons were in 
the beginning good, as has becn shown (Q. LXI, 
A. 5). Therefore the production of light ought 
not to be assigned to the first day. 

On. the contrary, That without which there 
could not be day must have been made on the 
first day. But there can be no day wit!.out light. 
Therefore light must have been made on the 
first day. 

I answer that, There are two opinions as to 
the production of light. Augustine seems to say! 
that Moses could not have fittingly passed over 

1 Gen. ad lit.,1, 1, 3, 4, 9. (PL 34, 247-89, 252). 
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the production of the spiritual creature, and 
therefore when we read, /n the beginning God 
created heaven and earth, a spiritual nature 
as yet formless is to be understood by the 
word heaven, and formless matter of the cor- 
poreal creature by the word earth. And spirit- 
ual nature was formed first, as being of higher 
dignity than corporeal. The forming, therefore, 
of this spiritual nature is signified by the pro- 
duction of light, that is to say, of spiritual light. 
For a spiritual nature receives its form by the 
enlightenment whereby it is led to adhere to the 
Word of God. 

Other writers think that the production of 
spiritual creatures was purposely omitted by 
Moses, and give various reasons. Basil says? 
that Moses begins his narrative from the be- 
ginning of time which belongs to sensible things, 
but that the spiritual or angelic creation is 
passed over, as created beforehand. 

Chrysostom gives 4s a reason’ for the omis- 
sion that Moses was addressing a primitive peo- 
ple, to whom material things alone appealed, 
and whom he was endeavouring to withdraw 
from the service of idols. It would have been to 
them a pretext for idolatry if he had spoken to 
them of natures spiritual in substance and 
nobler than all corporeal creatures; for they 
would have paid them Divine worship, since 
they were prone to worship as gods even the 
sun, moon, and stars, which was forbidden 
them (Deut. 4.). 

But mention is made of several kinds of form- 
lessness, In regard to the corporeal creature 
(Gen. 1. 2). One is where we read that fhe 
earth was void and empty, and another where 
it is said that darkness was upon the face of the 
deep. Now it was required, for two reasons, that 
the formlessness of darkness should be removed 
first of all by the production of light. In the 
first place because light is a quality of the first 
body, as was stated (A. 3), anu thus it was fit- 
ting that the world should first receive iis form 
by means of light. The second reason is because 
light is a common quality. For Jight is common 
to lower and higher bedies. But as in knowl- 
edge we proceed from the more common, so 
also in operation, for the living thing is gene- 
rated before the animal, and the animal before 
man, as is shown in the book on the Genera- 
tion of Animals.‘ It was fitting, then, as an evi- 
dence of the Divine wisdom, that among the 
works of distinction the production of light 


2 Hom.1, in exatm., (PG 29, 4). 
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should take first place, since light is a form of 
the primary body, and because it is more com- 
mon quality. 

Basil, indeed, adds a third reason:! that all 
other things are made manifest by light. And 
there is yet a fourth, already touched upon in 
the objections: that day cannot be unless light 
exists, which was made therefore on the first 
day. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to the opinion of 
those who hold that the formlessness of matter 
preceded its formation in duration,” matter must 
be held to have been created at the beginning 
with substantial forms, afterwards receiving 
those that are accidental, among which hght 
holds the first place. 

Reply 067. 2. In the opinion of some? the 
light here spoken of was a kind of luminous 
cloud, and that on the making of the sun this 
returned to the matier of which it had been 
formed (materia pracjacens). But this cannot 
well be maintained, as in the beginning of 
Genesis Holy Scripture records the institution 
of that order of nature which henccforth is to 
endure. We cannot, then, say that what was 
made at that time afterwards ceased to exist. 

Others, therefore, held* that this luminous 
cloud continues in existence, but so closely at- 
tached to the sun as to be indistinguishable. 
But this is as much as to say that it is super- 
fluous, whereas none of God's works have been 
made in vain. On this account it is held by 
some’ that the sun’s body was made oul of this 
cloud. This, too, is impossible if it is held that 
the body of the sun is different in its nature 
from the four elements. and naturally incorrup- 
tible. For in that case its matter cannot take on 
another form. 

I answer, then, with Dionysius (Div. Nom. 
iv),® that the light was the sun’s light, form- 
less as yet, being already the solar substance, 
and possessing illuminative power in a gencral 
way, to which was afterwards added the special 
and determinative power required to produce 
determinate effects. Thus, then, in the produc- 
tion of this light a triple distinction was made 
between light and darkness. First, as to the 
cause, according as in the substance of the sun 
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we have the cause of light, and in the opaque 
nature of the earth the cause of darkness. Sec- 
ondly, as to place, for in one hemisphere there 
was light, in the other darkness. Thirdly, as to 
time, because there was light for one and dark- 
ness for another in the same hemisphere; and 
this is signified by the words He called the light 
day, and the darkness night. 

Reply Obj. 3. Basil says (Homiul. ii in Hex- 
aém.)" that day and night were then caused by 
sending out and contraction of light, rather 
than by movement. But Augustine objects to 
this (Gen. ad lit. i)* that there was no reason 
for this alternation of emission and contraction 
since there were neither men nor animals on the 
earth at that time, for whose service this was re- 
quired. Nor does the nature of a luminous body 
scem to admit of the withdrawal of light, so 
long as the body is actually present; though 
this might be effected by miracle. As to this, 
however, Augustine remarks? that in the first 
founding of the order of nature we must not 
look for miracles, but for what is in accordance 
with nature. 

We hold, then, that the movement of the 
heavens is twofold. Of these movements, one is 
common to the entire heaven, and is the cause 
of day and night, This, as it seems, had its be- 
ginning on the first day. The other varies in 
proportion as it affects various bodies, and by 
its variations is the cause of the succession of 
days, months, and years. Thus it is that in the 
account of the first day the distinction hetween 
day and night alone is mentioned, this dis- 
tinction being brought about by the common 
movement of the heavens. The further distinc- 
tion into successive days, seasons, and years re- 
corded as begun on the fourth day, in the words, 
let them be for seasons, and for days, and years 
is due to proper movements. 

Reply Obj. 4. As Augustine teaches,!° form- 
lessness did not precede forms in duration; and 
so we must understand the production of light 
to signify the formation of spiritual creatures, 
not, indeed, with the perfection of glory, in 
which they were not created, but with the per- 
fection of grace, which they possessed from 
their creation us said above (Qg. LxtI. A. 3). Thus 
the division of light from darkness will denote 
the distinction of the spiritual creature from 
other created things as yet without form. But 
if all created things received their form at the 
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same time, the darkness must be held to mean 
the spiritual darkness, not as existing from the 
beginning, because the devil was not created 
wicked, but such as God foresaw would exist. 


QUESTION LXVIII 
Or THE WORK OF THE SECOND DAY 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must next consider the work of the second 
day. Under this head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the firmament was made 
on the second day? (2) Whether there are wa- 
ters above the firmament? (3) Whether the 
firmament divides waters from waters? (4) 
Whether there is more than one heaven? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Firmament Was Made 
on the Second Day? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the firmament was not made 
on the second day. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Gen. 1. 8): God 
called the firmament heaven. But the heaven 
existed before any day, as is clear from the 
words, In the beginning God created heaven 
ond earth. Therefore the firmament was not 
made on the second day. 

Obj. 2. Further, the work of the six days is 
ordered conformably to the order of Divine wis- 
dom. Now it would not become the Divine wis- 
dom to make afterwards that which is natu- 
rally first. But though the firmament naturally 
precedes the earth and the waters, these are 
mentioned before the formation of light, which 
was on the first day. Therefore the firmament 
was not made on the second day. 

Obj. 3. Further, all that was made in the six 
days was formed out of matter created before 
days began. But the firmament cannot have 
been formed out of pre-existing matter, for if 
so it would be liable to generation and corrup- 
tion. Therefore the firmament was not made on 
the second day. 

Qn the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 6): 
God said: let there be a firmament, and further 
on (verse 8): And the evening and morning 
were the second day. 

I answer that, 1s, discussing questions of this 
kind two rules are to be observed, as Asigustine 
teaches (Gen. ad lit. i. 18).! The first is, to hold 
the truth of Scripture without wavcring. The 
second is that since Holy Scripture can be ex- 
plained in a multiplicity of senses, one should 
adhere to a particular explanation only in such 
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measure as to be ready to abandon it if it be 
proved with certainty to be false, lest Holy 
Scripture be exposed to the ridicule of unbe- 
lievers, and obstacles be placed to their be- 
lieving. 

We say, therefore, that the words which 
speak of the firmament as made on the second 
day can be understood in two senses. They may 
be understood, first, of the starry firmament, on 
which point it is necessary to set forth the dif- 
ferent opinions of men.? Some of these be- 
lieved it to be composed of the elements; and 
this was the opinion of Empedocles,’ who, how- 
ever, held further that the body of the firma- 
ment was not susceptible of dissolution, because 
in its composition there is no strife, but only 
harmony. Others held the firmament to be of the 
nature of the four elements, not, indeed, com- 
pounded of them, but being as it were a simple 
element. Such was the opinion of Plato,’ who 
held that element to be fire. Others, again, have 
held that the heaven is not of the nature of the 
four elements, but is itself a fifth body, existing 
over and above these. This is the opinion of 
Aristotle.® 

According to the first opinion, it can be 
granted absolutely that the firmament was 
made, even as to substance, on the second day. 
For it is part of the work of creation to produce 
the substance of the elements, while it belongs 
to the work of distinction and adornment to 
give forms to the elements that pre-cxist. 

But the belief that the firmament was made, 
as to its substance, on the second day is in- 
compatible with the opinion of Plato, according 
to whom the making of the firmament implies 
the production of the clement of fire. This pro- 
duction; however, belongs to the work of crea- 
tion, at least according to those who hold that 
formlessness of matter preceded in time its for- 
mation, since the first forms received by matter 
are those of the elements. 

Still less compatible with the belief that the 
substance of the firmament was produced on 
the second day is the opinion of Aristotle,® see- 
ing that the mention of days denotes succession 
of time, whereas the firmament, being naturally 
incorruptible, is of a matter not susceptible of 

2 Cf, Basil, Jn exarm., 1, (PG 20, 26); Damascene, De 
Fide Orth , 11, 6 (PG 94, 879). 

8 Cf. Aristotle, Generation and Corruption, 1, 2 (315%3); 
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370) 


6 Heavens, 1, 2 (26913), 6 Tbad., 1, 3 (270"22). 


FIRST’ PART Q.'68. ART. 2 


change of form; hence it could not be made out 
of matter existing antecedently in time. 

Therefore to produce the substance of the 
firmament belongs to the work of creation. But 
its formation, in some degree, belongs to the 
second day, according to both opinions; for as 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),! the light of 
the sun was without form during the first three 
days, and afterwards, on the fourth day, re- 
ceived its form. 

If, however, we take these days to denote 
merely sequence in the natural order, as Augus- 
tine holds (Gen. ad lit. iv, 34),? and not succes- 
sion in time, there is then nothing to prevent our 
saying, whilst holding any one of the opinions 
given above, that the substantial formation of 
the firmament belongs to the second day. 

Another possible explanation is to under- 
stand by the firmament that was made on the 
second day, not that in which the stars are set, 
but the part of the atmosphere where the clouds 
are condensed, and which has received the name 
of firmament from the firmness and density of 
the air. “For a body is called firm,” that is dense 
and solid, “thereby differing from a mathe- 
matical body” as is remarked by Basil (Hom. iii 
in Hexaém.).3 If, then, this explanation is adopt- 
ed none of these opinions will be found con- 
trary to reason. Augustine, in fact (Gen. ad lit. 
ii, 4),4 recommends it thus: “I consider this 
view of the question worthy of all commenda- 
tion, as neither contrary to faith nor difficult to 
be proved and believed.” 

Reply Obj. 1. According to Chrysostom 
(Hom. ii in Genes.),> Moses prefaces his rec- 
ord by speaking of the works of God collec- 
tively, in the words, /n the beginning God 
created heaven and earth, and then proceeds 
to explain them part by part; in somewhat the 
same way as one might say: ‘‘This house was 
constructed by that builder,” and then add: 
“First he laid the foundations, then built the 
walls, and thirdly, put on the roof.” In accepting 
this explanaticn we are, therefore, not bound to 
hold that a different heaven is spoken of in the 
words: In the beginning God created heaven 
and earth, and when we read that the firmament 
was made on the second day. 

We may also say that the heaven recorded as 
created in the beginning is not the same as that 
made on the second day; and there are several 
senses in which this may be understood. Augus- 
tine says (Gen. ad lit. i, 9)® that the heaven re- 
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corded as made on the first day is the formless 
spiritual nature, and that the heaven of the sec- 
ond day is the corporeal heaven. According to 
Bede (Hexaém. i)’ and Strabus,’ the heaven 
made on the first day is the empyrean, and the 
firmament made on the second day, the starry 
heaven. According to Damascene (De Fid. 
Orth, ii),® that of the first day was “spherical 
in form and without stars,” the same, in fact, 
that the philosophers speak of,!° calling it the 
ninth sphere, and the primary movable body, 
which moves with a diurnal movement, while 
by the firmament made on the second day he 
understands the starry heaven. 

According to another theory, touched upon 
by Augustine,!! the heaven made on the first day 
was the starry heaven, and the firmament made 
on the second day was that region of the air 
where the clouds are condensed, which is also 
called heaven, but equivocally. And to show 
that the word is here used in an equivocal sense, 
it is expressly said that God called the firma- 
ment heaven, just as in a preceding verse it is 
said that God called the light day (since the 
word day is also used to denote a space of 
twenty-four hours). Other instances of a sim- 
ilar use occur, as pointed out by Rabbi Moses.” 

The second and third objections are suffi- 
ciently answered by what has been already said. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Are Waters Above 
the Firmament? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there are not waters above the 
firmament. 

Objection 1. For water is heavy by nature, 
and heavy things tend naturally downwards, 
not upwards. Therefore there are not waters 
above the firmament. 

Obj. 2. Further, water is fluid by nature, and 
fluids cannot rest on a sphere, as experience 
shows. Therefore, since the firmament is a 
sphere, there cannot be water above it. 

Obj. 3. Further, water is an element, and ap- 
pointed to the generation of composite bodies, 
according to the relation in which imperfect 
things stand towards perfect. But bodies of 
composite nature have their place upon the 
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earth, and not above the firmament, so that 
water would be useless there. But none of God’s 
works are useless. Therefore there are not wa- 
ters above the firmament. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 7): 
(God) divided the waters that were under the 
firmament, from those that were above the 
firmament, 

I answer with Augustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 5)? 
that, “These words of Scripture have more au- 
thority than the most exalted human intellect. 
Hence, whatever these waters are, and what- 
ever their mode of existence, we cannot for a 
moment doubt that they are Lhere.’”’ As to the 
nature of these waters, all are not agreed. Ori- 
gen says’ that the waters that are above the 
firmament are spiritual substances. Hence it is 
written (Ps. 148. 4): Let the waters that are 
above the heavens praise the name of the Lord, 
and (Dan. 3. 60): Ye waters that are above the 
heavens, bless the Lord. To this Basil answers 
(Hom. iii in Hexaém.)' that these words do not 
mean that these waters are rational creatures, 
but that the thoughtful contemplation of them 
by those who understand fulfils the glory of the 
Creator. Hence in the same context, fire, hail, 
and other like creatures, are invoked in the 
same way, though no one would attribute reason 
to these. 

We must hold, then, these waters to be ma- 
terial, but their exact nature will be differently 
defined according as opinions on the firmament 
differ. For if by the firmament we understand 
the starry heaven, and as being of the nature 
of the four elements, for the same reason it 
may be believed that the waters above the 
heaven are of the same nature as the elemental 
waters. 

But if by firmament we understand the starry 
heaven, not, however, as being of the nature of 
the four elements, then the waters above the 
firmament will not be of the same nature as the 
elemental waters, but just as, according to 
Strabus,’ one heaven is called empyrean, that 
is, fiery, on account of the splendour of the sun, 
so this other heaven will be called aqueous® 
solely on account of its transparence; and this 
heaven is above the starry heaven. Again, if the 
firmament is held iv be of other nature than 
the elements, it may still be said to dis:de the 
waters,® if we understand by water not the cle- 
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ment but formless matter. Augustine, in fact, 
says (Super Gen. cont. Manich. i, 7)" that 
whatever divides bodies from bodies can be 
said to divide waters from waters. 

If, however, we understand by the firmament 
that part of the air in which the clouds are 
condensed,® then the waters above the firma- 
ment must rather be the vapours resolved from 
the waters which are raised above a part of the 
atmosphere, and from which the rain falls. But 
to say, as some writers alluded to by Augustine 
(Gen. ad lit. ii, 4),° that waters resolved into 
vapour may be lifted above the starry heaven, 
is impossible. The solid nature of the firmament, 
the intervening region of fire, wherein all va- 
pour must be consumed, the tendency in light 
and rarefied bodies to drift to one spot beneath 
the vault of the moon, as well as the fact that 
vapours are perceived not to rise even to the 
tops of the higher mountains, all go to show the 
impossibility of this. Nor is it less absurd to 
say, in support of this opinion, that bodies may 
be rarefied infinitely, since natural bodies can- 
not be infinitely rarefied or divided, but up to a 
certain point only. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some have attempted to solve 
this difficulty by supposing that in spite of the 
natural heaviness of water, it is kept in its place 
above the firmament by the Divine power. Au- 
gustine (Gen ad Iit. ii, 1),'° however, will not 
admit this solution, but says, “It is our business 
here to inquire how God has constituted the 
natures of His creatures, not how far it may 
have pleased Him to work on them by way of 
miracle.” 

We leave this view, then, and answer that 
according to the last two opinions on the firma- 
ment and the waters the solution appears from 
what has been said. According to the first opin- 
ion, an order of the clements must be supposed 
different from that given by Aristotle," that is 
to say, that the waters surrounding the earth 
are of a dense consistency, and those around the 
firmament of a rarer consistency, in proportion 
to the respective density of the earth and of the 
heaven. 

Or ky the water we may understand the mat- 
ter of bodics to be signified, as we have said. 

Reply Obj. 2. The solution is clear from what 
has been said, according to the last two opin- 
ions. But according to the first opinion, Basil 
gives two replies (Hom. iii in Hexaém.)." He 
answers first, that a body seen as concave from 
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beneath need not necessarily be rounded or con- 
vex above. Secondly, that the waters above the 
firmament are not fluid, but exist outside it in a 
solid state, as a mass of ice, and that this is the 
crystalline heaven of some writers.! 

Reply Obj. 3. According to the third opinion 
given, the waters above the firmament have 
been raised in the form of vapours and serve to 
give rain to the earth. But according to the 
second opinion, they are above the heaven that 
is wholly transparent and starless. This, ac- 
cording to some,’ is the first movable body. the 
cause of the daily revolution of the entire 
heaven, whereby the continuance of generation 
is secured. In the same way the starry heaven, 
by the zodiacal movement, is the cause whereby 
different bodies are gencrated or corrupted, 
through the rising and setting of the stars, and 
their various influences.‘ But according to the 
first opinion these waters are set there to tem- 
per the heat of the celestial bodies, as Basil 
supposes (loc. cit.). And Augustine says (Gen. 
ad lit. ii, 5)* that some have considered this to 
be proved by the extreme cold of Saturn owing 
to its nearness to the waters that are above the 
firmament. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Firmament Divides 
Waters from Waters? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the firmament does not divide 
waters from waters. 

Objection 1. For bodies that are of one and 
the same species have naturally one and the 
same place. But the Philosopher says:® “All 
water is the same in species.” Water therefore 
cannot be distinct from water by place. 

Obj. 2. Further, should it be said that the 
waters above the firmament differ in species 
from those under the firmament, it may be ar- 
gued, on the contrary, that things distinct in 
species need nothing else to distinguish them. 
If, then, these waters differ in species, it is not 
the firmament that distinguishes them. 

Obj 3. Further, it would appear that what 
distinguishes waters from waters must be some- 
thing which touches them on cither side, as a 
wall standing in the midst of a river. But it is 
evident that the waters below do not reach up 
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to the firmament. Therefore the firmament 
does not divide the waters from the waters. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 6): 
Let there be a firmament made amidst the 
waters; and let it divide the waters from the 
waters. 

I answer that, The text of Genesis, considered 
superficially, might lead to the adoption of a 
theory similar to that held by certain philoso- 
phers of antiquity, who taught that water was 
a body infinite in dimension, and the primary 
element of all bodies.’ Thus in the words, 
Darkness was upon the face of the deep, the 
word deep might be taken to mean the infinite 
mass of water, understood as the principle of 
all other bodies. These philosophers also taught? 
that not all corporeal things are confined be- 
neath the heaven perceived by our senses, but 
that a body of water, infinite in extent, exists 
above that heaven. On this view the firmament 
of heaven might be said to divide the waters 
without from those within—that is to say, from 
all bodies under the heaven, since they took 
water to be the principle of them all. 

As, however, this theory can be shown to be 
false by true reasons, it cannot be held to be 
the sense of Holy Scripture. It should rather 
be considered that Moses was speaking to a 
primitive people, and that out of condescension 
to their weakness he put before them only such 
things as are apparent to sense. Now even the 
most uneducated can perceive by their senses 
that earth and water are corporeal, whereas it 
is not evident to all that air also is corporeal, 
for there have even been philosophers who said 
that air is nothing, and called a space filled with 
air a vacuum.? 

Moses, then, while he expressly mentions 
water and earth, makes no express mention of 
air, to avoid setting before ignorant persons 
something beyond their knowledge. In order, 
however, to express the truth to those capable 
of understanding it, he implies in the words, 
Darkness was upon the face of the deep, the 
existence of air as attendant, so to say, upon the 
water. For it may be understood from these 
words that over the face of the water a trans- 
parent body was extended, the subject of hight 
and darkness, which, in fact, is the air. 
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Whether, then, we understand by the firma- 
ment the starry heaven, or the cloudy region of 
the air, it is proper to say that it divides the 
waters from the waters, according as we take 
water to denote formless matter, or any kind 
of transparent body as fittingly designated un- 
der the name of waters. For the starry heaven 
divides the lower transparent bodies from the 
higher, and the cloudy region divides that 
higher part of the air where the rain and similar 
things are generated from the lower part, which 
is connected with the water and included under 
that name. 

Reply Obj. 1. If by the firmament is under- 
stood the starry heaven, the waters above are 
not of the same species as those beneath. But 
if by the firmament is understood the cloudy re- 
gion of the air, both these waters are of the 
same species, and two places are assigned to 
them, though not for the same purpose, the 
higher being the place of their generation, the 
lower, the place of their repose. 

Reply Obj. 2. If the waters are held to differ 
in species, the firmament cannot be said to di- 
vide the waters as the cause of their distinction, 
but only as the boundary of each. 

Reply Obj. 3. On account of the air and other 
similar bodies being invisible, Moses includes 
all such bodies under the name of water, and 
thus it is evident that waters are found on each 
side of the firmament. whatever be the sense 
in which the word is used. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether There Is Only One 
Heaven? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is only one heaven. 

Objection 1. For the heaven is contrasted 
with the earth, in the words, /n the beginning 
God created heaven and earth, But there is only 
one earth. Therefore there is only one heaven. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which consists of the 
entire sum of its own matter, must be one; and 
such is the heaven, as the Philosopher proves.’ 
Therefore there is but one heaven. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is predicated of 
many things univocally is predicated of them 
according to some common notion. But if there 
are more heavens chan one, they are so called 
univocally, for if equivocally only, thew could 
not properly be called many. If, then, they are 
many, there must be some common notion by 
reason of which each is called heaven, but this 
common notion cannot be assigned. Therefore 
there cannot be more than one heaven. 

1 Heavens, 1, 9 (279°7). 
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On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 148. 4): 
Praise Him, ye heavens of heavens. 

I answer that, On this point there seems to be 
a diversity of opinion between Basil and Chry- 
sostom. The latter says that there is only one 
heaven (Hom. iv in Gen.),* and that the words 
heavens of heavens are merely the translation 
of the Hebrew idiom according to which the 
word is always used in the plural, just as in 
Latin there are many nouns that are wanting 
in the singular. On the other hand, Basil (Hom. 
lil in Hexaém.) 2 whom Damascene follows (De 
Fid. Orth. ii), 4 says that there are many heav- 
ens. The difference, however, is more nominal 
than real. For Chrysostom means by the one 
heaven the whole body that is above the earth 
and the water, for which reason the birds that fly 
in the air are called birds of heaven. But since 
in this body there are many distinct parts, Basil 
said that there are more heavens than one. 

In order, then, to understand the distinction 
of heavens, it must be borne in mind that Scrip- 
ture speaks of heaven in a threefold sense. 
Sometimes it uses the word in its proper and 
natural meaning, when it denotes that body on 
high which is luminous actually or potentially, 
and incorruptible by nature. In this body there 
are three heavens; the first is the empyrean, 
which is wholly luminous’; the second is the 
aqueous or crystalline, wholly transparent; and 
the third is called the starry heaven, in part 
transparent, and in part actually luminous, 
and divided into eight spheres. One of these is 
the sphere of the fixed stars; the other seven, 
which may be called the eight heavens, are the 
spheres of the planets. 

In the second place, the name heaven is ap- 
plied to a body that participates in any prop- 
erty of the heavenly body, as sublimity and 
luminosity, actual or potential. Thus Damas- 
cene (zbid.) holds as one heaven all the space 
between the waters and the moon’s orb, calling 
it the aerial. According to him, then, there are 
three heavens, the aerial, the starry, and one 
higher than both these, of which the Apostle is 
understood to speak when he says of himself 
that he was rapi to the third heaven (2 Cor. 
12527). 

2PG 53, 41. > PG 20, 56. 

4Chap 6 (PG 94, 880, 884). 

’ This and the following names are found in Glossa 
ordin., on Gen. 1.1 (1, 23F); Bede, Jn Pentai., Bk. 1, on 
Gen. 1 1 (PL o1, 192); on the names. disposition and num- 
ber of the heavens, sec Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 
I-11, n. 266 (OR u1, 327); Albert, Jn Sent., u, d. xv, A. 3 
(BO xnxvun, 275); Summa de Creatur., Pt. 1, tr. 3, Q. 10 


(BO xxx1Vv, 415); Bonaventure, Jn Sent., 11, d. ii, dub. 2 
(QR u, 85). Cf. Denifle, Chartularitum, n. 128 (1, 171). 
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But since this space contains two elements, 
namely, fire and air, and in each of these there 
is what is called a higher and a lower region, 
Rabanus subdivides this space into four dis- 
tinct heavens.! The higher region of fire he calls 
“the fiery heaven”; the lower, “the Olympian 
heaven” from a lofty mountain of that name; 
the higher region of air he calls, from its bright- 
ness, “the ethereal heaven,” the lower, the 
“aerial.” When, therefore, these four heavens 
are added to the three enumerated above, there 
are seven corporeal heavens in all, in the opin- 
ion of Rabanus. 

Thirdly, there are metaphorical uses of the 
word heaven, as when this name is applied to 
the Blessed Trinity, Who is the Light and the 
Most High Spirit. It is explained by some, as 
thus applied, in the words, J will ascend into 
heaven, whereby the evil spirit is represented 
as seeking to make himself equal with God. 
Sometimes also spiritual goods, the recompense 
of the Saints, from being the highest of all 
good gifts, are signified by the word heaven, 
and, in fact, are so signified, according to Au- 
gustine (De Serm. Dom. in Monte),? in the 
words, Your reward is very great in heaven 
(Matt. §. 12). 

Again, three kinds of supernatural visions, 
bodily, imaginative, and intellectual, are called 
sometimes so many heavens, in reference to 
which Augustine (De Gen. ad lit, xii)? ex- 
pounds Paul’s rapture to the third heaven. 

Reply Obj. 1. The earth stands in relation to 
the heaven as the centre of a circle to its cir- 
cumference. But as one centre may have many 
circumferences, so, though there is but one 
earth, there may be many heavens. 

Reply Obj. 2. The argument holds good as to 
the heaven, in so far as it denotes the entire 
sum of corporeal creation, for in that sense it 
is one. 

Reply Obj, 3. All the heavens have in com- 
mon sublimity aud some degree of luminosity, 
as appears from what has been said. 


QUESTION LXIX 
Or THE WORK OF THE THIRD DAY 
(In Two Articles) 


WE next consider the work of the third day. 
Under this head there are two points of inquiry: 
(1) About the gathering together of the waters. 
(2) About the production of plants. 


1 Bede, In Pentat., on Gen. 1.1 (PL 91, 192). 
#1, 5 (PL 34, 1237). 
® Chap. 28, 29, 34 (PL 34, 478, 479, 482). 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether It Was Fitting That the 
Gathering Together af the Waters Should Take 
Place, As Recorded, on the Third Day? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that it was not fitting that the gath- 
ering together of the waters should take place on 
the third day. 

Objection 1. For what was made on the first 
and second days is expressly said to have been 
made in the words, God said: Be light made, and 
Let there be a firmament made, But the third 
day is divided against the first and second days. 
Therefore the work of the third day should have 
been described as a making, not as a gathering 
together. 

Obj. 2. Further, the earth hitherto had been 
completely covered by the waters, and so it was 
described as invisible. There was then no place 
on the earth to which the waters could be gath- 
ered together. 

Obj. 3. Further, things which are not con- 
tinuous to one another cannot occupy one place. 
But not all the waters are continuous to one 
another, and therefore all were not gathered to- 
gether into one place. 

Obj. 4. Further, a gathering together pertains 
to local movement, But the waters flow natural- 
ly, and take their course towards the sea. In 
their case, therefore, a Divine precept of this 
kind was unnecessary. 

Obj. 5. Further, the earth is given its name at 
its first creation by the words, /n the beginning 
God created heaven and carth. Therefore the 
imposition of its name on the third day seems to 
be recorded without necessity. 

On the contrary, The authority of Scripture 
suffices. 

I answer that, It 1s necessary to reply differ- 
ently to this question according to the different 
interpretations given by Augustine and other 
holy writers.’ In all these works, according to 
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. i, 15; iv, 34; De Gen. 
contr. Manich. i, 7),° there is no order of dura- 
tion, but only of origin and nature. He says that 
the formless spiritual and formless corporeal na- 
tures were created first of all, and that the latter 
are at first indicated by the words earth and 
water. Not that this formlessness preceded for- 
mation, in time, but only in origin; nor yet that 
one formation preceded another in duration, but 
merely in the order of nature. Agreeably, then, 
to this order, the formation of the highest or 


4See above, Q. XLVI, A. I. 
'PL 34, 257, 319; PL 34, 178; cf. also Gen. ad Uit., 1, 1, 
3,4, 9 (PL 34, 247-0, 252). 
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spiritual nature is recorded in the first place, 
where it is said that light was made on the first 
day. For as the spiritua] nature is higher than 
the corporeal, so the higher bodies are nobler 
than the lower. Hence the formation of the 
higher bodies is indicated in the second place, by 
the words. Let there be made a firmament, by 
which is to be understood the impression of ce- 
lestial forms on formless matter that preceded 
with priority not of time, but of origin only. But 
in the third place the impression of elemental 
forms on formless matter is recorded, also with 
a priority of origin only. Therefore the words, 
Let the waters be gathered together, and the dry 
land appear, mean that corporeal matter was im- 
pressed with the substantial form of water, so as 
to have such movement, and with the substan- 
tial form of earth, so as to have such an appear- 
ance.! 

According, however, to other holy writers? an 
order of duration in the works is to be under- 
stood, by which is meant that the formlessness 
of matter precedes its formation, and one form 
another, in order of time. Nevertheless, they do 
not hold that the formlessness of matter implies 
the total absence of form, since heaven, earth, 
and water already existed, for these three are 
named as already clearly perceptible to the 
senses; rather they understand by formlessness 
the want of due distinction and of perfect beau- 
ty, and in respect of these three Scripture men- 
tions three kinds of formlessness. Heaven, the 
highest of them, was without form so long as 
darkness filled it, because it was the source of 
light. The formlessness of water, which holds the 
middle place, is called the deep, because, as Au- 
gustine says (Contr. Faust. xxii, 11),° this word 
signifies the mass of waters without order. 
Thirdly, the formless state of the earth 1s 
touched upon when the earth is said to be void 
or invisible, because it was covered by the wa- 
ters, 

Thus, then. the formation of the highest body 
took place on the first day. And since time re- 
sults from the movement of the heaven, and is 
the numerical measure of the movement of the 
highest body, from this formation resulted the 
distinction of time, namely, that of night and 
day. On the second day the intermediate body, 
water, was formed, receiving from ‘ue firma- 
ment a sort of distinction and order (so that 
water be understood as including certain other 
things, as explained above, Q. LxviII, A. 3). On 
the third day the earth, the lowest body, re- 


1 De Gen. ad lit., 4, 11 (PL 34, 272). 
2 See above, Q. XLVI, A. I. 3 PL 42, 405. 
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ceived its form by the withdrawal of the waters, 
and there resulted the distinction in the lowest 
body, namely, of land and sea. Hence Scripture, 
having clearly expressed the formless state of 
the earth, by saying that it was invisible or void, 
expresses the manner in which it received its 
form by the equally suitable words, Lez the dry 
land appear. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to Augustine,’ Scrip- 
ture does not say of the work of the third day, 
that it was made, as it says of those that pre- 
cede, in order to show that higher and spiritual 
forms, such as the angels and the heavenly bod- 
es, are perfect and stable in being, whereas in- 
ferior forms are imperfect and mutable, Hence 
the impression of such forms is signified by the 
gathering of the waters and the appearing of the 
land. “For water,’ to use Augustine’s words, 
“slides and flows away, the earth abides.’* Oth- 
ers, again, hold® that the work of the third day 
was perfected on that day only as regards move- 
ment from place to place, and that for this rea- 
son Scripture had no reason to speak of it as 
made. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument is easily solved, 
according to Augustine’s opinion (De Gen. 
contr. Manich. i),’ because we need not sup- 
pose that the earth was first covered by the wa- 
ters and that these were afterwards gathcred to- 
gether, but that they were produced in this very 
gathering together. 

But according to other writers there are three 
solutions, which Augustine gives (Gen. ad lit. i, 
12). The first supposes that the walters were 
heaped up to a greater height at the place where 
they were gathered together, for it has been 
proved in regard to the Red Sea that the sea is 
higher than the land, as Basil remarks (Hom. iv 
in Hexaém.).° The second explains the water that 
covered the earth as being rarefied or nebu- 
lous, which was afterwards condensed when the 
waters were gathered together. The third sug- 
gests the existence of hollows in the earth to re- 
ceive the confluence of waters. Of the above the 
first seems the most probable. 

Reply Obj. 3. All the waters have the sca as 
their goal, into which they flow by channels hid- 
den or apparent, and this may be the reason why 
they are said to be gathered together into one 
place. Or, ‘“‘one place” is to be understood not 
absolutely, but as contrasted with the place of 
the dry land, so that the sense would be, ‘Let 

4DeGen ad lit., u,11 (PL 34, 273). 5 Ibid. 

6Cf Peter Lombard, Sent., 11, d. xiv, 8 (QR 1, 372): 
Glossa ordin , on Gen. 1.8 (1, 25E.); Bede, Hexaem., 1 (PL 
O1, 20). 7 PL 34, 181; Gen. ad it., u, 11 (PL 34, 272). 

8 PL 34, 255. 9 PG 29, 84. 
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the waters be gathered together in one place,” 
that is, apart from the dry land. That the waters 
occupied more places than one seems to be im- 
plied by the words that follow, The gathering 
together of the waters He called seas. 

Reply Obj. 4. The Divine command gives 
bodies their natural movement, and by these 
natural movements they are said to fulfil Hts 
word. Or we may say that it was according to 
the nature of water completely to cover the 
earth, just as the air completely surrounds both 
water and earth; but as a necessary means to- 
wards an end, namely, that plants and animals 
might be on the earth, it was necessary for the 
waters to be withdrawn from a portion of the 
earth. Some philosophers! attribute this uncov- 
ering of the earth’s surface to the action of the 
sun lifting up the vapours and thus drying the 
land. Scripture, however, attributes it to the 
Divine power, not only in the Book of Genesis, 
but also Job 38. ro, where in the person of the 
Lord it is said, J set My bounds around the sea, 
and Jer. 5. 22, where it is written: Will you not 
then fear Me, saith the Lord, who have set the 
sand a bound for the sea? 

Reply Obj. 5. According to Augustine (De 
Gen. contr. Manich. i)? primary matter is 
meant by the word earth, where it is first men- 
tioned, but in the present passage it is to be 
taken for the element itself. Again it may be 
said with Basil (Hom. iv in Hexaém.)3 that the 
earth is mentioned in the first passage in respect 
of its nature, but here in respect of its principal 
property, namely, dryness. Hence it is written: 
He called the dry land, Earth. 11 may also be 
said with Rabbi Moses,' that the expression, He 
called, denotes throughout an equivocal use of 
the name imposed. Thus we tind it said at first 
that He called the light day, for the reason that 
later on a period of twenty-four hours is also 
called day, where it Is said that there was eve- 
ning and morning, one day. In like manner it is 
said that the firmament, that is, the air, He 
called heaven, for that which was first created 
was also called heaven. And here, again, it is 
said that the dry land, that is, the part from 
which the waters had withdrawn, He called, 
Earth, as distinct from the sea; although the 
name earth is equally applied to that which is 
covered with waters or not. So by the expression 
He called we are to understand throughout 
that the nature or property He bestowed corre- 
sponded to the name He gave. 


1 Aristotle, Meteorology, 11, 1 (353°5). 
2 Chaps. 7, 12 (PL 34, 178, 182). 
8 PG 29, 8y. 4 Guide, 11, 30 (FR 273). 
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ArTICLE 2. Whether It Was Fitting That the 
Production of Plants Should Take Place on the 
Third Day? j 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that it was not fitting that the pro- 
duction of plants should take place on the third 
day. 

Objection 1. For plants have life, as animals 
have. But the production of animals belongs to 
the work, not of distinction, but of adornment. 
Therefore the production of plants, as also be- 
longing to the work of adornment, ought not to 
be recorded as taking place on the third day, 
which is devoted to the work of distinction. 

Obj. 2. Further, a work by which the earth is 
accursed should have been recorded apart from 
the work by which it receives its form. But the 
words of Gen. 3. 17, Cursed is the earth in thy 
work, thorns and thistles shall it briny forth to 
thee, show that by the production of certain 
plants the earth was accursed. Therefore the 
production of plants in general! should not have 
been recorded on the third day, which is con- 
cerned with the work of formation. 

Obj. 3. Further, as plants are firmly fixed to 
the earth, so are stones and metals, which are, 
nevertheless, not mentioned in the work of for- 
mation. Plants, therefore, ought not to have 
been made on the third day. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 1. 12): The 
earth brought forth the green herb, after which 
there follows, The evening and the morning 
were the third day. 

I answer that, On the third day, as said (A. 1), 
the formless state of the earth comes to an end. 
But this state 1s described as twofold. On the 
other hand, the earth was invisible or void, be- 
ing covered by the waters; on the other hand, 
it was shapeless or empty, that is, without that 
comeliness which it owes to the plants that 
clothe it, as it were, with a garment. Thus, there- 
fore, in either respect this formless state ends 
on the third day: first, when the waters were 
gathered together into one place and the dry 
land appeared ; secondly, when the earth brought 
forth ihe green herb. 

But concerning the production of plants, Au- 
gustine’s opinion differs from that of others. For 
other commentators,’ in accordance with the 
surface meaning of the text, consider that the 
plants were produced in act in their various spe- 
cies, on this third day; Augustine (Gem. ad lit. 


5 Glossa ordin., on Gen. 1 11 (1, 25F); Bede, Hexaém,,1 
(PL gt, 21); cf. Basil, Jn Hexaém., v (PG 29, 99); Am- 
brose, In Hexaem., u1,6(PL 14 178). 
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v, 4; viii, 3)! however says that “the earth is 
said to have then produced plants and trees in 
their causes, that is, it received then the power 
to produce them.” He supports this view by the 
authority of Scripture, for it is said (Gen. 2. 4. 
5): These are the generations of the heaven and 
the earth, when they were created, in the day 
that... God made the heaven and the earth, and 
every plant of the field before it sprung up in the 
earth, and every herb of the ground before tt 
grew. Therefore, the production of plants in 
their causes, within the earth, took place before 
they sprang up from the earth’s surface. And 
this is confirmed by reason, as follows. In these 
first days God created all things in their origin 
or causes, and from this work He subsequently 
rested. Yet afterwards, by governing His crea- 
tures, in the work of propagation, He worketh 
until now. Now the production of plants from 
out the earth is a work of propagation, and 
therefore they were not produced in act on the 
third day, but in their causes only. However, in 
accordance with other writers,” it may be said 
that the first constitution of species belongs to 
the work of the six days, but the reproduction 
among them of like from like, to the govern- 
ment of the universe. And Scripture indicates 
this in the words, before it sprung up in the 
earth, and before it grew, that is, before like was 
produced from like, just as now happens in the 
natural course by the production of seed. There- 
fore Scripture says pointedly (Gen. 1. 11): Let 
the earth bring forth the green herb, and such as 
may seed, as indicating the production of per- 
fect species, from which the seed of others 
should arise. Nor does the question where the 
seminal power may reside, whether in root, 
stem, or fruit, affect the argument. 

Reply Obj. 1. Life in plants is hidden, since 
they lack sense and Jocal motion, by which the 
animate and the inanimate are chiefly discern- 
ible. And therefore, since they are firmly fixed 
in the earth, their production is treated as a 
part of the earth’s formation. 

Reply Obj. 2. Even before the earth was ac- 
cursed, thorns and thistles had been produced, 
either virtually or actually. But they were not 
produced in punishment of man, as though the 
earth, which he tilled to gain his food, produced 
unfruitful and noxious plants. Hence it was 
said: “Shall it bring forth to thee.” 

Reply Obj. 3. Moses put before the people 
such things only as were manifest to their 
senses, as we have said (QQ. LXVII, A. 4; LXVIII, 


1PL 34, 325, 374. 
2 See above, in the body of the article. 
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A. 3). But minerals are generated in hidden ways 
within the bowels of the earth. Moreover, they 
seem hardly distinct from earth, and would 
seem to be species of the earth. For this reason, 
therefore, he makes no mention of them. 


QUESTION LXX 
OF THE WORK OF ADORNMENT, AS 
REGARDS THE FOURTH DAY 
(Jn Three Articles) 


WE must next consider the work of adornment, 
first as to each day by itself, secondly as to all 
seven days in general (Q. LXxIv). 

In the first place, then, we consider the work 
of the fourth day, secondly that of the fifth 
day (Q. Lxx1), thirdly that of the sixth day (a. 
Lxxi1), and fourthly, such matters as belong to 
the seventh day (Q. LXxIIz). 

Under the first head there are three points of 
inquiry: (1) As to the production of the lights? 
(2) As to the end of their production? (3) 
Whether they are living things? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Lights Ought to Have 
Been Produced on the Fourth Day? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the lights ought not to have 
been produced on the fourth day. 

Objection 1, For the heavenly luminaries are 
by nature incorruptible bodies. Therefore their 
matter cannot exist without their form. But as 
their matter was produced in the work of cre- 
ation before there was any day, so thercfore 
were their forms. It follows, then, that the lights 
were not produced on the fourth day. 

Obj 2. Further, the luminaries are, as it were, 
vessels of light. But light was made on the first 
day. The luminaries, therefore, should have 
been mude on the first day, not on the fourth. 

Obj. 3. Further, the lights «-e fixed in the 
firmament, as plants are fixed in the earth. For, 
the Scripture says: He set them in the firma- 
ment. But plants are described as produced 
when the earth, to which they are attached, re- 
ceived its form. The lights, therefore, should 
have been produced at the same time as the 
firmament, that is to say, on the second day. 

Obj. 4. Further, plants are an effect of the 
sun, moun, and other heavenly bodies. Now, 
cause precedes effect in the order of nature. The 
lights, therefore, ought not to have been pro- 
duced on the fourth day, but on the third or be- 
fore. 

Obj. 5. Further, as astronomers say, there 
are many stars larger than the moon. Therefore 
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the sun and the moon alone dre not correctly de- 
scribed as thiwo great lights. 

On the contrary, the authority of Scripture 
suffices. 

I answer that, In recapitulating the Divine 
works, Scripture says (Gen. 2. 1): So the heav- 
ens and the earth were finished and all the furni- 
ture of them, thereby indicating that the work 
was threefold. In the first work, that of creation, 
the heaven and the earth were produced, but as 
yet without form. In the second, or work of dis- 
tinction, the heaven and the earth were per- 
fected, either by adding substantial form to 
formless matter, as Augustine holds (Gen. ad 
lit, ii, 11),' or by giving them the order and 
beauty due to them, as other holy writers sup- 
pose.* To these two works is added the work of 
adornment, which is distinct from perfection. 
For the perfection of the heaven and the earth 
seems to regard those things that belong to them 
intrinsically, but the adornment those that are 
extrinsic, just as the perfection of a man lies in 
his proper parts and forms, and his adornment 
in clothing or the like. Now just as distinction 
of certain things is made most evident by their 
local motion, as separating one from another, 
so the work of adornment is set forth by the 
production of things having movement in the 
heavens. and upon the earth. But it has been 
stated above (Q. LxXIx, A. 1), that three things 
are recorded as created, namely, the heaven, the 
water, and the earth; and these three received 
their form from the three days’ work of distinc- 
tion, so that heaven was formed on the first day, 
on the second day the waters were separated, 
and on the third, the earth was divided into sea 
and dry land. So also is it in the work of adorn- 
ment: on the first day of this work, which is the 
fourth of creation, are produced the lights, to 
adorn the heaven by their movements; on the 
second day, which is the fifth, birds and fishes 
are called into being, to make beautiful the in- 
termediate element, for they move in air and 
water, which are here taken as one; while on the 
third day, which is the sixth, animals are brought 
forth, to move upon the earth and adorn it. It 
must also here be noted that Augustine’s opin- 
ion (Gen. ad lit. v, 5)3 on the production of the 
lights is not at variance with that of other holy 
writers,‘ since he says that they were made ac- 
tually, and not merely virtually, for the firma- 
ment has not the power of producing lights, as 

1 PL 34, 272. 

* See above, Q. LXVI, A. 1; Q. LXIX, A. I. 

PL 34, 326. 

4 Cf. Glossa ordin., on Gen. 1.14 (1, 26b); Bede, Hexagm., 
1(PL gz, 21). 
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the earth has of producing plants. Therefore 
Scripture does not say: Let the firmament pro- 
duce lights, though it says: Let the earth bring 
forth the green herb. 

Reply Obj. 1. In Augustine’s opinion’ there is 
no dificulty here, for he does not hold a succes- 
sion of time in these works, and so there was no 
need for the matter of the lights to exist under 
another form. Nor Is there any difficulty in the 
opinion of those who hold the heavenly bodies 
to be of the nature of the four elements,® for it 
may be said that they were formed out of mat- 
ter already existing, as animals and plants were 
formed. For those, however, who hold the heav- 
enly bodies to be of another nature from the ele- 
ments, and naturally incorruptible,” the answer 
must be that the substance of the lights was 
created at the beginning, but that their sub- 
stance, at first formless, is formed on this day, 
by receiving not its substantial form, but a de- 
termination of power. As to the fact that the 
lights are not mentioned as existing from the be~ 
ginning, but only as made on the fourth day, 
Chrysostom (Hom. vi int Gen.)® explains this 
by the need of guarding the people from the 
danger of idolatry, since the lights are proved 
not to be gods by the fact that they were not 
from the beginning. 

Reply Obj. 2. No difficulty exists if we follow 
Augustine in holding the light made on the first 
day to be spiritual, and that made on this day to 
be corporeal.® If, however, the light made on the 
first day is understood to be itself corporeal." 
then it must be held to have been produced on 
that day merely as light in general, and that on 
the fourth day the lights received a definite 
power to produce determinate effects. Thus we 
observe that the rays of the sun have one effect, 
those of the moon another, and so forth. Hence, 
speaking of such a determination of power, 
Dionysius (De Div. Nom. iv)" says that the 
sun’s light which previously was without form, 
was formed on the fourth day. 

Reply 067. 3. According to Ptolemy" the lum- 
inaries are not fixed in the spheres, but have 
their own motion distinct from the motion of 
the spheres. Hence Chrysostom says (zbid.) that 
He is said to have set them in the firmament not 
because He fixed them there immovably, but 
because He bade them be there, even as He 

8 Gen. ad lit., Iv, 34; V, § (PL 34, 310, 325). 

6 See above, Q. LXVIII, A. I. 7 Tbtd. 

8 PG 53, 58. 9 Gen, ad lit.,1, 12 (PL 34, 255). 

10 Cf. above, Q. LXVI, A. 4, ANS. 2. 
11 Sect. 4 (PG 3, 700). 


2 Syntaxis Mathematica, (Almagest),1, 20 (HB 1, 26.23); 
ur, 3 (HB 1, 216.24). 


364 
placed man in Paradise, to be there. In the opin- 
ion of Aristotle, however, the stars are fixed in 
their orbits, and in reality have no other move- 
ment but that of the spheres; and yet our senses 
perceive the movement of the luminaries and 
not that of the spheres.’ But Moses describes 
what is obvious to sense, out of condescension 
to the ignorance of the people, as we have al- 
ready said (QQ. LXVI, A. 4; LXvilI, A 3). The 
objection, however, falls to the ground if we re- 
gard the firmament made on the second day as 
having a natural distinction from that in which 
the stars are placed, even though the distinc- 
tion is not apparent to the senses, the testi- 
mony of which Moses follows, as stated above 
(ibid.). For although to the senses there appears 
but one firmament, if we admit a higher and a 
lower firmament, the lower will be that which 
was made on the second day, and on the fourth 
the stars were fixed in the higher firmament. 

Reply Obj. 4. In the words of Basil (Hom. v. 
in Hexaém.),* plants were recorded as produced 
before the sun and moon, to prevent idolatry, 
since those who believe the heavenly bodies to 
be gods hold that plants originate primarily 
from these bodies. Although as Chrysostom re- 
marks (Z/om. vi in Gen.),? the sun, moon, and 
stars co-operate in the work of production by 
their movements, as the husbandman co-opcr- 
ates by his labour. 

Reply Obj. 5. As Chrysostom says,‘ the two 
lights are calied great, not so much with regard 
to their dimensions as to their efficacy and 
power. For though the stars be of greater bulk 
than the moon, yet the influence of the moon 
is more perceptible to th. senses in this lower 
world Morcover, as far as the senses are con- 
cerned, its apparent size is greater. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Cause Assigned for the 
Production o, the Lights Is Fitting? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the cause assigned for the pro- 
duction of the lights is not fitting. 

Objection 1. For it is said (Jer. 10. 2): Be not 
afraid of the signs of heaven, which the heath- 
ens fear. Therefore the heavenly lights were not 
made to be signs, 

Obj. 2. Furthei, sign is divided against cause. 
But the lights are the cause of what : :kes place 
upon the earth. Thercfore they are not signs. 

Obj. 3. Further, the distinction of seasons and 
days began from the first day. Therefore the 

1 Jleavens, 11, 8 (289532). 
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lights were not made for seasons, and days, and 
years, that is, in order to distinguish them. 

Obj. 4. Further, nothing is made for the sake 
of that which is inferior to itself, since the end 
is better than the means. But the lights are no- 
bler than the earth. Therefore they were not 
made ¢to enlighten it. 

Obj. 5. Further, the new moon cannot be said 
to rule the night. But the moon when first made 
was probably at the full; for men begin to 
count from the full moon. The moon, therefore, 
was not made to rule the night. 

On the contrary, The authority of Scripture 
suffices. 

I answer that, As we have said above (a. 
LXV, A. 2), a corporeal creature can be consid- 
ered as made either for the sake of its proper 
act, or for other creatures, or for the whole uni- 
verse, or for the glory of God Of these reasons 
only that which points out the usefulness of 
these things to man is touched upon by Moses, 
in order to withdraw his people from idolatry. 
Hence it js written (Deut. 4. 19): Lest perhaps 
lifting up thy eyes to heaven, thou see the sun 
and the moon and all the stars of heaven, and 
being deceived by error thou adore and serve 
them, which the Lord thy God created for the 
service of all nations Now, he explains this 
service at the beginning of Genesis ays threefold. 
Tirst, the lights are of service to man in regard 
to sight, which directs him in his works, and is 
most useful for knowing things. In reference to 
this he says. Let them shine in the firmament 
and give life to the earth. Secondly, as regards 
the changes of the seasons, which prevent weari- 
ness, preserve health, and provide for the neces- 
sities of food, all of which things could not be 
secured if it were always summer or winter. In 
reference to this he says: Let them be for sea- 
sons, and for days, and years. Thirdly, as re- 
gards the convenicnce of business and work, in 
so far as the lights are set in the heave:us to in- 
dicate fair or foul weather, as favourable to 
various occupations. And in this respect he says: 
Let them. be for signs. 

Reply Obj. 1. The lights in the heaven are set 
for signs of changes effected in corporeal crea- 
tures, but not of those changes which depend 
upon free choice. 

Reply Obj. 2. We are sometimes brought to 
the knowledge of hidden effects through their 
sensible causes, and conversely. Hence nothing 
prevents a sensible cause from being a sign But 
he says signs, rather than causes, to guard 
against idolatry. 

Reply Obj. 3. The general division of time 
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into day and night took place on the first day as 
regards the diurnal movement, which is com- 
mon to the whole heaven and may be under- 
stood to have begun on that first day. But the 
particular distinctions of days and seasons and 
years, according as one day is hotter than an- 
other, one season than another, and one year 
than another, are due to certain particular 
movements of the stars which movements may 
have had their beginning on the fourth day. 

Reply Obj. 4. Light was given to the earth for 
the service of man, who, by reason of his soul, 
is above the heavenly bodies. Nor is it untrue to 
say that a higher creature may be made for the 
sake of a lower, considered not in itself, but as 
ordered to the good of the universe. 

Reply Obj. 5. When the moon is at its perfec- 
tion it rises in the evening and sets in the morn- 
ing, and thus it rules the night, and it was prob- 
ably made in its full perfection as were plants 
yielding seed, as also were animals and man 
himself. For although the perfect is developed 
from the imperfect by natural processes, yet the 
perfect must exist absolutely before the imper- 
fect. Augustine, however (Gen. ad lit. ii),' does 
not say this, for he says that it is not unfitting 
that God made things imperfect, which He after- 
wards perfected. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Lights of Heaven Are 
Living Beings? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the lights of heaven are living 
beings. 

Objection 1. For the nobler a body is, the 
more nobly it should be adorned. But a body less 
noble than the heaven is adorned with living be- 
ings, with fish, birds, and the beasts of the field. 
Therefore the lights of heaven, as pertaining to 
its adornment, should be living beings also. 

Obj. 2. Further, the nobler a body is, the no- 
bler must be its form. But the sun, moon, and 
stars are nobler bodies than plants or animals, 
and must therefore have nobler forms. Now the 
noblest of all forms is the soul, as being the first 
principle of life. Hence Augustine (De Vera 
Relig. xxix)? says: ‘Every living substance 
stands higher in the order of nature than one 
that has not life.”’ The lights of heaven, there- 
fore, are living beings. 

Obj. 3. Further, a cause is nobler than its ef- 
fect. But the sun, moon, and the other lights are 
a cause of life, as is especially evidenced in the 
case of animals generated from putrefaction, 
which receive life from the power of the sun and 
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stars. Much more, therefore, have the heavenly 
bodies a living soul. 

Obj. 4. Further, the movements of the heaven 
and the heavenly bodies are natural,® and nat- 
ural movement is from an intrinsic principle. 
Now the principle of movement in the heavenly 
bodies is a substance capable of apprehension, 
and is moved as the desirer is moved by the ob- 
ject desired.‘ Therefore, it seems, the appre- 
hending principle is intrinsic to the heavenly 
bodies, and consequently they are living beings. 

Obj. 5. Further, the first of movables is the 
heaven. Now, of all things that are endowed 
with movement the first moves itself, as is 
proved in the PAysics,> because what is such of 
itself precedes that which is by another. But only 
beings that are living move themselves, as is 
shown in the same book.® Therefore the heav- 
enly bodies are living beings. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. ii, 6)." “Let no one esteem the heavens or 
the heavenly bodies to be living beings, for they 
have neither life nor sense.” 

Z answer that, Philosophers have differed on 
this question. Anaxagoras, for instance, as Au- 
gustine mentions,®> “was condemned by the 
Athenians for teaching that the sun was a fiery 
mass of stone, and neither a god nor even a liv- 
ing being.” On the other hand, the Platonists 
held that the heavenly bodies have life.® Nor was 
there less diversity of opinion among the Doctors 
of the Church. It was the belief of Origen (Peri 
Archon i)" and Jerome” that these bodies were 
alive, and the latter seems to explain in that 
sense the words (Eccles. 1.6), The spirit goeth 
forward, surveying all places round about. But 
Basil (Hom. iii, in Hexaém )'* and Damascene 
(loc. cit.) maintain that the heavenly bodies are 
inanimate. Augustine leaves the matter in doubt, 
without committing himself to either theory, 
though he goes so far as to say that if the heav- 
enly bodies are really living beings, their souls 
must be akin to the angelic nature (Gen. ad lit. 
ii, 18 and Enchiridion \wiii).° 

In examining the truth of this question, where 
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such diversity of opinion exists, we shall do well 
to bear in mind that the union of soul and body 
exists for the sake of the soul and not of the 
body; for the form does not exist for the mat- 
ter, but the matter for the form. Now the nature 
and power of the soul are apprehended through 
its operation, which is to a certain extent its end. 
Yet for some of these operations, as sensation 
and nutrition, our body is a necessary instru- 
ment. Hence it is clear that the sensitive and 
nutritive souls must be united to a body in order 
to exercise their functions. There are, however, 
operations of the soul which are not exercised 
through the medium of the body, though the 
body ministers, as it were, to their production. 
The intellect, for example, makes use of the 
phantasms derived from the bodily senses, and 
thus far is dependent on the body, although ca- 
pable of being separated from it. 

It is not, however, possible that the functions 
of nutrition, growth, and generation, through 
which the nutritive soul operates, can be exer- 
cised by the heavenly bodies, for such opera- 
tions are incompatible with a body naturally in- 
corruptible. Equally impossible is it that the 
functions of the sensitive soul can appertain to 
the heavenly body, since all the senses depend 
on the sense of touch, which perceives elemen- 
tal qualities, and all the organs of the senses re- 
quire a certain proportion in the admixture of 
elements, whereas the nature of the heavenly 
bodies is not elemental. It follows, then, that of 
the operations of the soul the only ones left to 
be attributed to the heavenly bodies are those of 
understanding and moving; for desire follows 
both sensitive and intellectual perception, and is 
ordered to both. But the operations of the in- 
tellect, which does not act through the body, do 
not need a body as their instrument, except to 
supply phantasms through the senses. More- 
over, the operations of the sensitive soul, as we 
have seen, cannot be attributed to the heavenly 
bodies. Accordingly, the union of a soul to a 
heavenly body cannot be for the purpose of the 
operations of the intellect. 

It remains, then, only to consider whether the 
movement of the heavenly bodies demands a 
soul as the moving power, not that the soul, in 
order to move the heavenly body, need be united 
to the latter as its form, but by contac! of power, 
aS a mover is united to that which he moves. 
Therefore Aristotle,’ after showing that the first 
mover is made up of two parts, the moving and 
the moved, goes on to show the nature of the 
union between these two parts. This, he says, is 
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effected by contact which is mutual if both are 
bodies; on the part of one only, if one is a body 
and the other not. The Platonists explain the 
union of soul and body in the same way, as a 
contact of “a moving power with the thing 
moved,’” and since Plato holds the heavenly 
bodies to be living beings, this means nothing 
else but that substances of spiritual nature are 
united to them, and act as their moving power. 
A proof that the heavenly bodies are moved by 
the direct influence and contact of some appre- 
hending substance, and not, like heavy and light 
bodies, by nature, lies in the fact that whereas 
nature moves to one fixed end in whose attain- 
ment it rests, this does not appear in the mo- 
tion of heavenly bodies. Hence it follows that 
they are moved by some apprehending sub- 
stances. Augustine appears to be of the same 
opinion when he expresses his belief that “all 
corporeal things” are ruled by God “through the 
spirit of life” (De Trin. iii, 4).3 

From what has been said, then, it 1s clear that 
the heavenly bodies are not living beings in the 
same sense aS plants and animals, and that if 
they are called so, it can only be equivocally. It 
will also be seen that the difference of opinion 
between those who affirm and those who deny 
that these bodies have life, is not a difference of 
things but of words. 

Reply Obj. 1. Certain things belong to the 
adornment of the universe by reason of their 
proper movement; and in this way the heavenly 
luminaries agree with others that conduce to 
that adornment, for they are moved by a living 
substance. 

Reply Obj. 2. One being may be nobler than 
another absolutely, but not in a particular re- 
spect. ‘While, then, it is not conceded that the 
forms of heavenly bodies are nobler than the 
souls of animals absolutely, it must be conceded 
that they are superior to them with regard to 
the character of form, since their form perfects 
their matter entirely, so that it is not in potency 
to other forms, whereas a soul does not do this. 
Also as regards movement, the power that moves 
the heavenly bodies is of a nobler kind. 

Reply 0b}. 3. Since the heavenly body is a 
mover moved, it is of the nature of an instru- 
ment, which acts by the power of the principle 
agent; and therefore since this agent js a living 
substance the heavenly body can impart life in 
virtue of that agent. 

Reply Obj. 4. The movement of the heavenly 
bodies are natural not on account of their active 
principle, but on account of their passive prin- 
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ciple; that is-to say, from a certain natural apti- 
tude for being moved by an intelligent power. 

Reply 067, §. The heaven is said to move it- 
self in as far as it is compounded of mover and 
moved; not by the union of the mover, as the 
form, with the moved, as the matter, but by 
contact with the moving power, as we have said. 
So far, then, the principle that moves it may be 
called intrinsic, and consequently its movement 
natural with respect to that active principle; 
just as we say that voluntary movement is nat- 
ural to the animal as animal.! 


QUESTION LXXI 
OF THE WORK OF THE FIFTH DAY 
(In One Article) 


WE must next consider the work of the fifth day. 

It would seem that this work is not fittingly 
described. 

Objection 1. For the waters produce that 
which the power of water is adequate to pro- 
duce. But the power of water does not suffice for 
the production of every kind of fishes and birds 
since we find that many of them are generated 
from seed. Therefore the words, Let the waters 
bring forth the creeping creature having ltfe, 
and the fowl that may fly over the earth, do not 
fittingly describe this work. 

Oodj. 2. Further, fishes and birds are not pro- 
duced from water only, but earth seems to pre- 
dominate over water in their composition, as is 
shown by the fact that their bodies tend nat- 
urally to the earth and rest upon it. It is not, 
then, fittingly said that fishes and birds are pro- 
duced from water. 

Obj. 3. Further, fishes move in the waters, 
and birds in the air. If, then, fishes are produced 
from the waters, birds ought to be produced 
from the air, and not from the waters. 

Obj. 4. Further, not all fishes creep through 
the waters, for some, as seals, have feet and 
walk on land. Therefore the production of fishes 
is not sufficiently described by the words, Let 
the waters bring forth the creeping creature hav- 
ing life. 

Obj. §. Further, land animals are more perfect 
than birds and fishes, which appears from the 
fact that they have more distinct limbs, and gen- 
eration of a higher order. For they bring forth 
animals, whereas birds and fishes bring forth 
eggs. But the more perfect has precedence in the 
order of nature. Therefore fishes and birds ought 
not to have been produced on the fifth day, be- 
fore the land animals. 

1 Aristotle, Physics, vit, 4 (254>24). 


On the contrary; The authority of Scripture 
suffices. Pv oabt, ae, “SC aee oe “ 

1 answer that, As said above (9g. Lxx, A. 1); 
the order of the work of adornment corresponds 
to the order of the work of distinction. Hence, 
as among’ the three days assigned to the work of 
distinction, the middle, or second, day is de- 
voted to the work of the distinction of water, 
which is the intermediate body, so in the three 
days of the work of adornment, the middle day, 
which is the fifth, is assigned to the adornment 
of the intermediate body, by the production of 
birds and fishes. As, then, Moses makes mention 
of the lights and the light on the fourth day, to 
Show that the fourth day corresponds to the first 
day on which he had said that the light was 
made, so on this fifth day he mentions the wa- 
ters and the firmament of heaven to show ‘that 
the fifth day corresponds to the second. It must; 
however, be observed that Augustine differs 
from other writers in his opinion about the pro- 
duction of fishes and birds, as he differs about 
the production of plants. For while others say 
that fishes and birds were produced on the fifth 
day actually,” he holds that the nature of the 
waters produced them on that day potentially.’ 

Reply 0bj. 1. It was laid down by Avicenna* 
that animals of all kinds can be generated by 
various minglings of the elements, and natural- 
ly, without any kind of seed. This, however, 
seems wrong, since nature produces its effects 
by determinate means, and, consequently, those 
things that are naturally generated from seed 
cannot be generated naturally in any other way. 
It ought, then, rather to be said that in the nat- 
ural generation of all animals that are generated 
from seed, the active principle lies in the forma- 
tive power of the seed, but that in the case of 
animals generated from putrefaction, the form- 
ative power is the influence of the heavenly bod- 
ies, The material principle, however, in the gen- 
eration of either kind of animals is either some 
element, or something compounded of the ele- 
ments. But at the first beginning of things the 
active principle was the Word of God, which 
produced animals from material elements, either 
in act, as some holy writers say, or virtually, as 
Augustine teaches. Not as though the power 
possessed by water or earth of producing all ani- 
mals resides in the earth and water themselves, 

2C{. Basil, Jn Hexagm., vi (PG 29, 148); Ambrose, In 
Hexaém. v, 1 (PL 14, 219); Bede, Jn Hexaém., 1 (PL ox, 
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as Avicenna held,’ but in the power originally 
given to the elements of producing them from 
elemental matter by the power of seed or the in- 
fluence of the stars. 

Reply Obj. 2. The bodies of birds and fishes 
may be considered from two points of view. If 
considered in themselves, it will be evident that 
the earthly element must predominate, since the 
element that is least active, namely, the earth, 
must be the most abundant in quantity in order 
that the mingling may be duly tempered in the 
body of the animal. But if considered as by na- 
ture constituted to move with certain specific 
motions, thus they have some special affinity 
with the bodies in which they move; and hence 
the words in which their generation is described. 

Reply Obj. 3. The air, as not being so appar- 
ent to the senses, is not enumerated by itself, 
but with other things: partly with the water, 
because the lower region of the air is thickened 
by watery exhalations; partly with the heaven 
as to the higher region. But birds move in the 
lower part of the air, and so are said to fly be- 
neath the firmament, even if the firmament be 
taken to mean the region of clouds. Hence the 
production of birds is ascribed to the water. 

Reply Obj. 4. Nature passes from one extreme 
to another through the medium. And therefore 
there are creatures of intermediate type be- 
tween the animals of the air and those of the 
water, having something in common with both. 
And they are reckoned as belonging to that class 
to which they are most allied, through the char- 
acters possessed in common with that class, 
rather than with the other. But in order to in- 
clude among fishes all such intermediate forms 
as have special characters like theirs, {he words, 
Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature 
having life, are followed by these: God created 
great whales, etc. 

Reply 06]. §. The order in which the produc- 
tion of these animals is given has reference to 
the order of those bodies which they are set to 
adorn, rather than to the superiority of the ani- 
mals themselves. Moreover, in generation also 
the more perfect is reached through the less per- 
fect. 


QUESTION LXXII 
OF THE WORK OF THE SIXTH DAY 
(In One Article) 


WE must now consider the work of the sixth 
day. 

It would seem that this work is not fittingly 
described. 
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Objection 1. For as birds and fishes have a liv- 
ing soul, so also have land animals. But these 
animals are not themselves living souls. There- 
fore the words, Let the earth bring forth the liv- 
ing creature, should rather have been, Let the 
earth bring forth the living fourfooted crea- 
tures. 

Obj. 2. Further, a genus ought not to be di- 
vided against its species. But beasts and cattle 
are quadrupeds. Therefore quadrupeds ought 
not to be enumerated as a class with beasts and 
cattle. 

Obj. 3. Further, as other animals belong to a 
determinate genus and species, so also does man. 
But in the making of man nothing is said of his 
genus nor species, and therefore nothing ought 
(o have been said about them in the production 
of other animals, whereas it is said “according 
to its genus” or “‘in its species.” 

Obj. 4. Further, land animals are more like 
man, whom God is recorded to have blessed, 
than are birds and fishes. But as birds and fishes 
are said to be blessed, this should have been 
said, with much more reason, of the other ani- 
mals as well. 

Obj. 5. Further, certain animals are generated 
from putrefaction, which is a kind of corrup- 
tion. But corruption js not appropriate to the 
first founding of the world. Therefore such 
animals should not have been produced at that 
time. 

Obj. 6. Further, certain animals are poison- 
ous, and injurious to man, But there ought to 
have been nothing injurious to man before man 
sinned. Therefore such animals ought not to 
have been made by God at all, since He is the 
Author of good, or at least not until man had 
sinned. 

On the contrary, The authority of Scripture 
suffices. 

I answer that, As on the fifth day the inter- 
mediate body, namely the water, is adorned, 
and thus that day corresponds to the second 
day; so the sixth day, on which the lowest body, 
or the earth, is adorned by the production of 
land animals, corresponds to the third day. 
Hence the earth is mentioned in both places. 
And here again Augustine says (Gen. ad lit., v)? 
that the production was potential, and other 
holy writers that it was actual.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. The different grades of life 
which are found in different living creatures 
can be discovered from the various ways in 
which the Scripture speaks of them, as Basil 
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says (Hom. viiiin Hexaém.):! The life of plants, 
for instance, is very imperfect and difficult to 
discern, and hence, in speaking of their pro- 
duction, nothing is said of their life, but only 
their generation is mentioned, since only in 
generation is a vital act observed in them. For 
the powers of nutrition and growth are sub- 
ordinate to the generative life, as will be shown 
later on (Q. LXxvilI, A. 2). But amongst ani- 
mals, those that live on land are, generally 
speaking, more perfect than birds and fishes, 
not because the fish is devoid of memory, as 
Basil upholds (ibzd.) and Augustine rejects 
(Gen. ad lit. ii),? but because their limbs are 
more distinct and their generation of a higher 
order, (yet some imperfect animals, suchas bees 
and ants, are more acute in certain ways). 
Scripture, therefore, does not call fishes living 
creatures, but creeping creatures having life; 
but it does call land animals living creatures on 
account of their more perfect life, and seems 
to imply that fishes are merely bodies having in 
them something of a soul, whilst land animals, 
from the higher perfection of their life, are, as 
it were, living suuls with bodies subject to them. 
But the life of man, as being the most perfect 
grade, is not said to be produced, like the life 
of other animals, by the earth or water, but 
immediately by God. 

Reply Obj. 2. By cattle, domestic animals are 
signified. which in any way are of service to 
man, but by beas¢s, wild animals such as bears 
and lions are designated. By creeping things 
those animals are meant which either have no 
feet and cannot rise from the carth, as serpents, 
or those whose feet are too short to lift them far 
from the ground, as the lizard and tortoise. But 
since certain animals, as deer and goats, seem 
to fall under none of these classes, the word 
guadrupeds is added. Or perhaps the word guad- 
ruped is used first as being the genus, to which 
animals are added as species, for even some 
reptiles, such as lizards and tortoises, are four- 
footed. ; 

Reply Obj. 3. In other animals, and in plants, 
mention is made of genus and species to denote 
the generation of like from like. But it was un- 
necessary to do so in the case of man, as what 
had already been said of other creatures might 
be understood of him. Again, animals and 
plants may be said to be produced according to 
their kinds to signify their remoteness from the 
Divine likeness, whereas man is said to be made 
to the image and likeness of God. 
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Reply. Obj: 4. The blessing of God gives 
power to multiply by generation, and, having 
been mentioned in the preceding account of the 
making of birds and fishes, could be understood 
of the beasts of the earth without requiring to 
be repeated. The blessing, however, is repeated 
in the case of man, since in him generation of 
children has a special relation to the filling up 
of the number of the elect, and “to prevent 
anyone from saying that there was any sin 
whatever in the act of begetting children.” As 
to plants, “since they experience neither desire 
of propagation, nor sensation in generating, 
they are deemed unworthy of the words of the 
blessing.’ 

Reply Obj. 5. Since the generation of one 
thing is the corruption of another, it was not in- 
compatible with the first formation of things 
that from the corruption of the less perfect the 
more perfect should be generated. Hence ani- 
mals generated from the corruption of inani- 
mate things, or of plants, may have been gener- 
ated then. But those generated from corrup- 
tion of animals could not have heen produced 
then otherwise than potentially. 

Reply Obj. 6. In the words of Augustine 
(Super. Gen. contr. Manich. i):’ “If an un- 
skilled person enters the workshop of an artifi- 
cer he secs in it many appliances of which he 
does not understand the use, and which, if he is 
a foolish fellow, he considers unnecessary. 
Moreover, should he carelessly fall into the fire, 
or wound himself with a sharp-edged tool, he is 
under the impression that many of the things 
there are hurtful; the craftsman, however, 
knowing their use, laughs at his folly. And thus 
some people presume to find fault with many 
things in this world, through not seeing the rea- 
sons for their existence. For though not re- 
quired for the furnishing of our house, these 
things are necessary for the perfection of the 
universe.”’ And, since man before he sinned 
would have used the things of this world con- 
formably to the order designed, poisonous ani- 
mals would not have injured him. 


QUESTION LXXIII 
OF THE THINGS THAT BELONG TO THE 
SEVENTH DAY 
(In Three Articles) 


WE must next consider the things that belong 
to the seventh day. Under this head there are 
three points of inquiry: (1) About the comple- 


3 Augustine, Gen. ad lit., 111, 13 (PL 34, 288). 
‘Chap. 16 (PL 34, 185). 
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tion of the works. (2) About the resting of God. 
(3) About the blessing and sanctifying of this 
day. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Completion of the Di- 
vine Works Ought To Be Ascribed to the 
Seventh Day? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the completion of the Divine 
works ought not to be ascribed to the seventh 
day. 

Objection 1. For all things that are done in 
this world belong to the Divine works, But the 
consummation of the world will be at the end 
of the world (Matt. 13. 39, 40). Moreover, 
the time of Christ’s Incarnation is a time of 
completion, and therefore it is called the teme 
of fulness (Vulg., the fulness of time) (Gal. 
4. 4). And Christ Himself, at the moment of 
His death, cried out, Jt is consummated (John 
1g. 30). Hence the completion of the Divine 
works does not belong to the seventh day. 

Obj. 2. Further, the completion of a work is 
an act in itself. But we do not read that God 
acted at all on the seventh day, but rather that 
He rested from all His work. Therefore the 
completion of the works does not belong to the 
seventh day. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is said to be com- 
plete to which many things are added, unless 
they are superfluous, for a thing is called per- 
fect to which nothing is wanting that it ought 
to possess. But many things were made after 
the seventh day, as the production of many in- 
dividual beings, and even of certain new species 
that are frequently appearing, especially in the 
case of animals generated from putrefaction. 
Also, God creates daily new souls. Again, the 
work of the Incarnation was a new work, of 
which it is said (Jer. 31. 22): The Lord hath 
created a new thing upon the earth. Miracles 
also are new works, of which it is said (Eccles. 
36. 6): Renew thy signs, and work new mir- 
acles. Moreover, all things will be made new 
when the Saints are glorified, according to 
Apoc. 21. §: And He that sat on the throne 
said: Behold I make all things new. Therefore 
the completion of the Divine works ought not 
to be attributed io the seventh day. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen :. 2): On 
the seventh day God ended His work which he 
had made. 

I answer that, The perfection of a thing is 
twofold, the first perfection and the second per- 
fection. The first perfection is that according 
to which a thing is substantially perfect, and 
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this perfection is the form of the whole, which 
form results from the whole having its parts 
complete. But the second perfection is the end, 
which is either an operation, as the end of the 
harpist is to play the harp, or something that is 
attained by an operation, as the end of the 
builder is the house that he makes by building. 
But the first perfection is the cause of the sec- 
ond, because the form is the principle of opera- 
tion. Now the final perfection, which is the end 
of the whole universe, is the perfect happiness 
of the Saints at the consummation of the 
world; and the first perfection is the complete- 
ness of the universe at its first founding, and 
this is what is ascribed to the seventh day. 

Reply Obj. 1. The first perfection is the 
cause of the second, as above said. Now, for the 
attaining of happiness two things are required, 
nature and grace. Therefore, as said above, the 
perfection of happiness will be at the end of 
the world. But this consummation existed pre- 
viously in its causes, as to nature, at the first 
founding of the world, as to grace, in the In- 
carnation of Christ. For, Grace and truth came 
by Jesus Christ (John 1. 17). So, then, on the 
seventh day was the consummation of nature, in 
Christ’s Incarnation the consummation of grace, 
and at the end of the world will be the con- 
summation of glory. 

Reply Obj. 2. God acted on the seventh day, 
not by creating new creatures, but by directing 
and moving His creatures to the work proper to 
them, and thus He made some beginning of the 
second perfection. So that, according to our ver- 
sion of the Scripture, the completion of the 
works is attributed to the seventh day, though 
according to another! it is assigned to the 
sixth. Either version, however, may stand, since 
the completion of the universe as to the com- 
pleteness of its parts belongs to the sixth day, 
but iis completion as regards their operation, 
to the seventh. It may also be added that in 
continuous movement, so long as any move- 
ment further is possible, movement cannot be 
called completed till it comes to rest, for rest 
denotes consummation of movement. Now God 
might have made many other creatures besides 
those which He made in the six days, and hence, 
by the fact that He ceased making them on the 
seventh day, He is said on that day to have 
consummated His work. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nothing entirely new was after- 
wards made by God, but all things subsequent- 
ly made had in a sense been made before in the 
work of the six days. Some things, indeed, had 

1 The Septuagint. 
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a previous existence materially, as the rib from 
the side of Adam out of which God formed 
Eve; whilst others existed not only in matter 
but also in their causes, as those individual 
creatures that are now generated existed in the 
first of their kind. Species, also, that are new, 
if any such appear, existed beforehand in vari- 
ous active powers, so that animals, and perhaps 
even new species of animals, are produced by 
putrefaction by the power which the stars and 
elements received at the beginning. Again, ani- 
mals of new kinds arise occasionally from the 
intercourse of individuals belonging to differ- 
ent species, as the mule is the offspring of an 
ass and a mare; but even these existed pre- 
viously in their causes, in the works of the six 
days. Some also existed beforehand by way of 
likeness, as the souls now created. And the 
work of the Incarnation itself was thus fore- 
shadowed, for as we read (Philip. 2. 7), The Son 
of God was made in the likeness of men. And 
again, the glory that is spiritual was anticipated 
in the angels by way of likeness; and that of the 
body in the heaven, especially the empyrean. 
Hence it is written (Eccles. 1. 10), Nothing un- 
der the sun ts new, for it hath already gone be- 
fore, in the ages that were before us. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Rested on the Seventh 
Day from All His Work? 


We procced thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that God did not rest on the seventh 
day from all His work. 

Objection 1. For it is said (John 5. 17), Ay 
Father worketh until now, and I work. God, 
then, did not rest on the seventh day from all 
His works. 

Obj 2. Further, rest is opposed to movement, 
or to labour. which movement causes. But, as 
God produced His work without movement 
and without labour, He cannot be said to have 
rested on the seventh day from His work. 

Obj. 3. Further, should it be said that God 
rested on the seventh day by causing man to 
rest, against this it may be argued that rest is 
set down against His work; now the words 
“God created” or “made” this thing or the 
other cannot be explained to mean that He 
made man create or make these things. There- 
fore the resting of God cannot be explained as 
His making man to rest. 

On the contrary, It is said (Gen. 2. 2): God 
rested on the seventh day from all the work 
which He had done. 

1 answer that, Rest is, properly speaking, op- 
posed to movement, and consequently to the 
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labour: that arises from movement. But al- 
(hough movement, strictly speaking, is a qual- 
ity of bodies, yet the word is applied also to 
spiritual things, and in a twofold sense. On the. 
one hand, every operation may be called a 
movement, and thus the Divine goodness is 
said to move and go forth to the thing in com- 
municating itself to that thing, as Dionysius 
says (De Div. Nom. ii).’ On the other hand, 
the desire that tends to another, is said to move 
towards it. Hence rest is taken in two senses, 
in one sense meaning a cessation from work, in 
the other, the fulfilling of desire. Now, in either 
sense God is said to have rested on the seventh 
day. First, because He ceased from creating 
new creatures on that day, for, as said above 
(A. 1, Ans. 3), He made nothing afterwards that 
had not existed previously, in some degree, in 
the first works; secondly, because He Himself 
had no need of the things that He had made, 
but was happy in the enjoyment of Himself. 
Hence, when all things were made He is not 
said to have rested 7 His works, as though 
needing them for His own happiness, but to 
have rested from them, as in fact resting in 
Himself, as He suffices for Himself and fulfils 
His own desire. And even though from all eter- 
nity He rested in Himself, yet the rest in Him- 
self which He took after He had finished His 
works is that rest which belongs to the seventh 
day. And this, says Augustine, is the meaning 
of God’s “resting from His works” on that day 
(Gen ad lit iv)? 

Reply Obj. 1. God indeed worketh until now 
hy preserving and providing for the creatures 
He has made, but not by the making of new ones. 

Reply Ob]. 2. Rest is here not opposed to 
labour or to movement, but to the production 
of new creatures and to the desire tending to 
another. 

Reply Obj. 3. Even as God rests in Himself 
alone and is happy in the enjoyment of Him- 
self, so our own sole happiness lies in the enjoy- 
ment of God. Thus, also, He makes us find rest 
in Himself both from His works and our own. 
It is not, then, unreasonable to say that God 
rested in giving rest to us. Still, this explana- 
tion must not be sect down as the only one, and 
the other is the first and principal explanation. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Blessing and Sanctifying 
Are Due to the Seventh Day? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that blessing and sanctifying are 
not due to the seventh day. 

1 Sect. 4 (PG 3, 640). 2 Chap. 15 (PL 34, 306). 
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Obj. 3. Further, on the seventh day God 
ceased from all new works. If, then, the 
seventh day is distinct from the other days, it 
follows that He did not make that day; which 
ig not admissible. 

Obj. 4. Further, the entire work ascribed to 
‘one day God perfected in an instant, for with 
each work are the words (God) said,... and 
it was ... done. If then, He had kept back His 
next work to another day, it would follow that 
for the remainder of that day He would have 
ceased from working, which would be needless. 
The day therefore, of the preceding work is one 
with the day of the work that follows. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1.), The 
evening and the morning were the second day 
... the third day, and so on. But where there is 
second and third there are more than one. 
There was not, therefore, only one day. 

I answer that, On this question Augustine 
differs from other expositors. His opinion is 
that all the days that are called seven, are one 
day represented in a sevenfold aspect,! while 
others? consider there were seven distinct days, 
and not one only. 

Now these two opinions, taken as explaining 
the literal text of Genesis, are certainly widely 
different. For Augustine understands by the 
word day the knowledge in the mind of the an- 
gels, and hence, according to him, the first day 
denotes their knowledge of the first of the Di- 
vine works, the second day their knowledge of 
the second work, and similarly with the rest. 
Thus, then, each work is said to have been 
wrought in some one of these days, since God 
wrought nothing in the universe without im- 
pressing the knowledge of it on the angelic 
mind, which can know many things at the same 
time, especially in the Word, in Whom all an- 
geclic knowledge is perfected and terminated. 
So the distinction of days denotes the natural 
order of the things known, and not a succession 
in knowledge, or in the things produced. More- 
over, angelic knowledge is appropriately called 
day, since light, the cause of day, is to be found 
in spiritual things, as Augustine observes (Gen. 
ad lit. iv. 28)3 1n the opinion of the others, 
however, the days signify a succession both in 
time and in the things produced. 


1Gen. ad lit., tv, 26, 33 (PL 34, 314, 318), ", 3,25 (PL 
34, 323, 338); City of God, x1, y (PIL. 41, 324); Ad Orosium 
xxvi (Contained among the works of Augustine, Deal, 
Sexag. quing ,Q.XXVI-—PL 40, 741). 

2 Basil, Jn Iexaem., 1 (PG 20, 44): Ambrose, In Hex- 
aém., 1, 10 (PIL 41, 155); cf. Gregory, Moral., XXXII, 12 
(PL 76, 644). 

3 PL 34, 315. 
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If, however, these two explanations are 
looked at as referring to the mode of produc- 
tion, they will be found not greatly to differ, if 
the diversity of opinion existing on two points, 
as already shown (QQ. LXVII, A. I; LXIX, A. 1), 
between Augustine and other writers is taken 
into account. First, because Augustine takes 
the earth and the water, as first created, to 
signify matter totally without form; but the 
making of the firmament, the gathering of 
the waters, and the appearing of dry land, to de- 
note the impression of forms upon corporeal 
matter. But other holy writers take the earth 
and the water, as first created, to signify the 
elements of the universe themselves existing 
under their proper forms, and the works that 
follow to mean some sort of distinction in 
bodies previously existing, as also has been 
shown (QQ. LXVII, AA. I, 4} LXIX, A. I). Sec- 
ondly, some writers hold that plants and ani- 
mals were produced actually in the work of the 
six days;4 Augustine, that they were produced 
potentially.” Now the opinion of Augustine, 
that the works of the six days were simultane- 
ous, is consistent with either view of the mode 
of production. For the other writers agree with 
him that in the first production of things mat- 
ter existed under the substantial form of the 
elements, and agree with him also that in the 
first instituting of the world animals and plants 
did not exist actually. There remains, however, 
a difference as to four points, since, according 
to the latter, there was a time, after the pro- 
duction of creatures, in which light did not ex- 
ist, the firmament had not been formed, and the 
earth was still covered by the waters, nor had 
the heavenly bodies been formed. which is the 
fourth difference, and these are not consistent 
with Augustine's explanation. In order, there- 
fore, to be impartial, we must meet the argu- 
ments of either side. 

Refly Ob7 1. On the day on which God cre- 
ated the heaven and the earth, He created also 
every plant of the field, not, indeed, actually, 
but before il sprung up in the earth, that is, 
potentiany. And this work Augustine ascribes 
to the third day,® but other writers to the first 
instituting of the world.’ 

Reply Obj. 2. God created all things to- 
gether so far as regards their substance con- 
sidered in some way formless. But He did not 
create all things together so far as regards that 


4Q. LXIX, A. 2;Q LXXI. 

BQ. LXIX,A 23Q. LXXIS 0. LXXI1. 
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formation of things which lies in distinction 
and adornment. Hence the word creation is 
significant. 

Reply Obj). 3. On the seventh day God ceased 
from making new beings, but not from pro- 
viding for their increase, and it pertains to this 
latter work that the first day is succeeded by 
other days. 

Reply Obj. 4. All things were not distin- 
guished and adorned together, not from a want 
of power on God’s part. as requiring time in 
which to work, but that due order might be ob- 
served in the instituting of the world. Hence 
it was fitting that different days should be as- 
signed to the different states of the world as 
each succeeding work added to the world a 
fresh state of perfection. 

Reply Obj. 5. According to Augustine,’ the 
order of days refers to the natural order of the 
works attributed to the days. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Scripture Uses Suitable 
Words to Express the Work of the Six Days? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that Scripture does not use suitable 
words to express the works of the six days. 

Objection 1. For as light, the firmament, and 
other similar works were made by the Word of 
God, so were the heaven and the earth. For all 
things were made by Him (John 1. 3). There- 
fore in the creation of heaven and earth, as in 
the other works, mention should have been 
made of the Word of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, the water was created by 
God, yet its creation is not mentioned. There- 
fore the creation of the world is not sufficiently 
described. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is said (Gen. 1. 31): God 
saw all the things that He had made, and they 
were very good. lt ought, then, to have been 
said of each work, God saw that 1t was good. 
The omission, therefore, of these words in the 
work of creation and in that of the second day, 
is not fitting. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Spirit of God is God 
Himself. But it does not befit God to move and 
to occupy place. Therefore the words, The 
Spirit of God moved over the waters, are un- 
suitable. 

Obj. 5. Further, what is already made is not 
made over again. Therefore to the words, God 
said: Let the firmament be made... and it was 
so, it is superfluous to add, God made the fir- 
mament. And the like is to be said of other 
works. 

1 Gen. ad lit., 1V, 34, 353. V, 5 (PL 34, 319, 320, 326). 
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Obj. 6. Further, evening and morning do not 
sufficiently divide the day, since the day has 
many parts. Therefore the words, The evening 
and morning were the second day or, the thitd 
day, are not suitable. 

Obj. 7. Further, first, not one, corresponds to 
second and third. It should therefore have been 
sald that. The evening and the morning were 
the first day, rather than one day. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to Augustine (Gen. 
ad lit.i, 4)," the person of the Son is mentioned 
both in the first creation of the world, and in 
its distinction and adornment, but differently 
in either place. For distinction and adornment 
belong to the work by which the world receives 
its form. But as the giving form to a work of art 
is by means of the form of the art in the mind 
of the artist, which may be called his intel- 
ligible word, so the giving form to every crea- 
ture is by the word of God; and for this reason 
in the works of distinction and adornment the 
Word is mentioned. But in creation the Son is 
mentioned as the beginning, by the words, J” 
the beginning God created, since by creation is 
understood the production of formless matter. 
But according to those who hold that the ele- 
ments were created from the first under their 
proper forms, another explanation must be giv- 
en; and therefore Basil says (Hom. ii end iii 
in Hexaém.)* that the words, God said, signify 
a Divine command. Such a command, however, 
could not have been given before creatures had 
been produced that could obey it. 

Reply Obj 2. According to Augustine.‘ by the 
heaven is understood the formless -spiritual 
nature, and by the earth, the formless matter 
of all bodies. and thus no creature is omitted. 
But, according to Basil (Hom. i in Hexaem.)$ 
the heaven and the earth, as “the two ex- 
tremes,’ are alone mentioned, the intervening 
things being left to be understood, since all these 
move heavenwards, if light, or earthwards, if 
heavy, And others say® that under the word, 
earth, Scripture is accustomed to include all the 
four elements, as (Ps. 148. 7, 8) after the words, 
Praise the Lord from the earth, is added, fre, 
hail, snow, and ice. 

Reply Ob7. 3. In the account of the creation 
there is found something to correspond to the 
words, God saw that it was good, used in the 
work of distinction and adornment, and this 
appears from the consideration that the Holy 

2 PL 34, 240. 3 PG 29, 45, 54- 

4 Gen. ad lit., 1, 1 (PL 34, 247), chaps. 4, 9 (249, 252). 
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Spirit is Love. Now, there are two things, says 
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. i, 8)' on account of 
which God loves His creatures, their existence 
and their permanence. That they might then ex- 
ist, and exist permanently. the Spirit of God, it 
is said, moved over the waters—that is to say, 
over that formless matter, signified by water, 
even as the love of the artist moves over the ma- 
terials of his art, that out of them he may form 
his work. And the words, God saw that it was 
good, signify that the things that He had made 
were to endure, since they express a certain satis- 
faction taken by God In His works, as of an artist 
in his art. not as though He knew the creature 
otherwise, or that the creature was pleasing to 
Him otherwise than hefore He made it. Thus 
in either work. af creation and of formation, 
the Trinity of Persons is implied In creation 
the Person of the Father is indicated by God 
the Creator, the Person of the Son by the be- 
ginning, in which He created, and the Person 
of the Holy Ghost by the Spirit that moved 
over the waters. But in the formation, the Per- 
son of the Father is indicated by God that 
speaks, the Person of the Son by the Word in 
Which He speaks, and the Person of the Holy 
Spirit by the satisfaction with which God saw 
that what was made was good. 

And if the words, God saw that it was good, 
are not said of the work of the second day, this 
is because the work of distinguishing the waters 
was only begun on that day, but perfected on 
the third. Hence these words that are said of the 
third day refer also to the second. Or it may be 
that Scripture does not use these words of ap- 
proval of the second day’s work, hecause this is 
concerned with the distinction of things not evi- 
dent to mankind. Or, again, because by the 
firmament is understood absolutely the cloudy 
region of the air, which is not one of the perma- 
nent parts of the universe, nor of the principal 
parts of the world. The above three reasons 
are given by Rabbi Moses. others give a mysti- 
cal reason derived from numbers, and according 
to these’ the work of the second day is not 
marked with approval because the second num- 
ber recedes from unity. 

Reply Obj. 4. Rabbi Moses (ibid.) under- 
stands by the Spirit of the Lord, the air or the 
wind. as Plato also did,* and says th. it is so 
called according to the custom of Scripture, in 
which these things are throughout attributed to 


APL 34, 251. ? Guide, i. 30 (FR 213). 

3 Glossa ordin., super Gen. 1, 6 (1, 25B), Jerome, Adver. 
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God. But according to the holy writers, the 
Spirit of the Lord signifies the Holy Ghost, 
Who is said to move over the water—that is to 
say, over what Augustine holds® to mean “form- 
less matter,” lest it should be supposed that God 
loved of necessity the works He was to pro- 
duce, as though He stood in need of them. For 
love of that kind is subject to, not superior to, 
the object of love. Moreover, it is fittingly im- 
plied that the Spirit moved over that which was 
incomplete and unfinished, since that movement 
is not one of place, but of pre-eminent power, 
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 1, 7).° It is the 
opinion, however, of Basil (Hom. ii in Hex- 
aem.)' that the Spirit moved over the element 
of water, “fostering and quickening its nature 
and impressing vital power, as the hen broods 
over her chickens,” For water has especially a 
life-giving power, since many animals are gener- 
ated in water, and the seed of all animals is 
liquid. Also the life of the soul is given by the 
water of baptism, according to John 3 5. Un- 
less a man be born again of water and the Holy 
Ghost, he cannot enter mto the kingdom of 
God. 

Reply 067. 5. According to Augustine (Gen. 
ad Jit ii, 8),* these three phrases denote the 
threefold being of creatures; first, their being 
in the Word, denoted by the cominand Let... 
be made; secondly, their being mm the angelic 
mind, signified by the words. /t wus . .. done; 
thirdly, their being in their proper nature, by 
the words //e made, Ard because the formation 
of the angels is recorded on the first day, it was 
not necessary there to add. He made It may 
also be said. following other writers? that the 
words. He sard, and, Let, . be made, denote 
God’s command, and the words, /t was done, 
the fulfilment of that command But as it was 
necessary, for the sake of those especially who 
have asserted that all visible things were made 
by the angels,’® to mention how things were 
made, it is added, in order to remove that error, 
that God Himself made them Hence, in each 
work, after the words, /t was done, some act of 
God is expressed by some such words as, He 
made, or, He divided, or, He called 

Reply Obj. 6. According to Augustine (Ge2. 
ad lit iv, 22). by the evening and the morn- 
img are understood the cvening and the morn- 
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ing knowledge of the angels, which has been ex- 
plained (Q. Lvim, a. 6, 7). But, according to 
Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaém.),' the entire period 
takes its name, as Is customary, from its more 
important part, the day. An instance of this is 
found in the words of Jacob, The days of my 
pilgrimage, where night is not mentioned at all. 
But the evening and the morning are mentioned 
as being the ends of the day, since day begins 
with morning and ends with evening, or be- 
cause evening denotes the beginning of night, 
and morning the beginning of day. It seems 
fitting, also, that where the first distinction of 
creatures is described, divisions of time should 
be denoted only by what marks their beginning. 
And the reason for mentioning the evening first 
is that as the evening ends the day, which be- 
gins with the light, the termination of the light 
1PG 29, 49. 
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at evening precedes the termination of the dark- 
ness, which ends with the morning. But Chry- 
sostom’s explanation is that thereby it is in- 
tended to show that the natural day does not 
end with the evening, but with the morning 
(Hom. v in Gen.)2 

Reply Obj. 7. The words one day are used 
when day is first instituted, to denote that one 
day is made up of twenty-four hours. Hence, 
by mentioning “one,” the measure of a natural 
day is fixed. Another reason may be to signify 
that a day is completed by the return of the sun 
to the point from which it commenced its 
course. And yet another, because at the com- 
pletion of a week of seven days, the first day re- 
turns, which is one with the eighth day. The 
three reasons assigned above are those given 
by Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaém.). 

2PG 53, 52. 2 PG 20, 40. 


TREATISE ON MAN 


QUESTION LXXV 
OF MAN, WHO IS COMPOSED OF A 
SPIRITUAL AND A CORPOREAL 
SUBSTANCE; AND FIRST, WHAT PERTAINS 
TO THE ESSENCE OF THE SOUL 
(In Seven Articles) 


HAVING treated of the spiritual and of the cor- 
poreal creature, we now proceed to treat of man, 
who is composed of a spiritual and of a corpo- 
real substance. We shall treat first of the na- 
ture of man, and secondly of his origin. (9. xc). 
Now the theologian considers the nature of man 
in relation to the soul, but not in relation to the 
body, except in so far as the body has relation 
to the soul. Hence the first object of our con- 
sideration will be the soul. And since Dionysius 
(Ang. Hier. xi)! says that three things are to be 
found in spiritual substances—essence, power, 
and operation—we shall treat first of what be- 
longs to the essence of the soul; secondly, of 
what belongs to its power (Q. Lxxvir); thirdly, 
of what belongs to its operation (Q. LXxxIv). 

Concerning the first, two points have to be 
considered: the first is the nature of the soul 
considered in itself; the second is the union of 
the soul with the body. (q. Lxxvr). Under the 
first head there are seven points of inquiry. 

(1) Whether the soul is a body? (2) Whether 
the human soul is something subsistent? (3) 
Whether the souls of brute animals are sub- 
sistent? (4) Whether the soul is man, or whether 
man is composed of soul and body? (5) Whether 
the soul is composed of matter and form? (6) 
Whether the soul is incorruptible? (7) Whether 
the soul is of the same species as an angel? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Soul Is a Body? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: lt would 
seem that the soul is a body. 

Objection 1. Fer the soul is the mover of the 
body. Nor does it move unless moved. First, 
because it seems that nothing can move unless 
it is itself moved, since nothing gives what it 
has not; for instance, what is not hot does not 
give heat. Secondly, because if there is any- 
thing that moves and is not moved, “‘it is the 

1 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 284). 


cause of eternal, unvarying movement,” as we 
find proved in the Physics,” and this does not 
appear to be the case in the movement of an 
animal, which is caused by the soul. Therefore 
the soul is 4 mover moved. But every mover 
moved is a body. Therefore the soul is a body, 

Obj. 2. Further, all knowledge is caused by 
means of some likeness. But there can be no 
likeness of a body to an incorporeal thing. If, 
therefore, the soul were not a body, it could 
not have knowledge of corporeal things. 

Obj. 3. Further, between the mover and the 
moved there must be contact. But contact is 
only between bodies. Since, therefore, the soul 
moves the body, it seems that the soul must be 
a body. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
6)? that the soul “Is simple in comparison with 
the body, because it does not occupy space by 
its bulk.” 

I answer that, To seck the nature of the soul, 
we must lay down first that the soul is defined 
as the first principle of life in those things 
which in our judgment live; for we call living 
things “animate,” and those things which have 
no life, “inanimate.” Now life is shown prin- 
cipally by two actions, knowledge and move- 
ment. The philosophers of old,‘ not being able 
to rise above their imagination, supposed that 
the principle of these actions was something 
corporeal; for they asserted that only bodies 
were real things and that what is not a body is 
nothing.’ Hence they maintained that the soul 
is a kind of body.® Although thi. opinion can be 
proved to be false in many ways, we shall make 
use of only one proof, which shows clearly in a 
general and certain way that the soul is not a 
body. 

It is manifest that not every principle of vital 
action is a soul, for then the eye would be a 
soul, as it is a principle of vision, and the same 
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FIRST PART: Q. 78. ART. 2 


might be applied to the other instruments of 
the soul; but it is the first principle of life which 
we call the soul. Now, though.a body may be 
a principle of life, as the heart is a principle of 
life in an animal, yet no body can be the first 
principle of life. For it is clear that to be a 
principle of life, or to be a living thing, does not 
pertain to a body as such; since, if that were 
the case, every body would be a living thing, 
or a principle of life. Therefore a body is suited 
to be a living thing or even a principle of life, 
from the fact that it is this kind of body. Now 
that it is actually such a kind of body it owes 
to some principle which is called its act. There- 
fore the soul, which is the first principle of life, 
is not a body, but the act of a body; thus heat, 
which is the principle of making hot, is not a 
body, but an act of a body. 

Reply Obj. 1. As everything which is in mo- 
tion must be moved by something else, a process 
which cannot proceed to infinity. we must allow 
that not every mover is moved. For, since to be 
moved is to pass from potency to act. the mover 
gives what it has to the thing moved, in so far 
as it causes it to be in act. But. as is shown in the 
Physics “there is a mover which is altogether 
immovable, and not moved either per se, or ac- 
cidentally; and such a mover can cause an in- 
variable movement.” There is. however, an- 
other kind of mover. which. though not moved 
per se, is moved accidentally. and for this rea- 
son it docs not cause an invariable movement; 
such a mover 1s the soul. There is, again, an- 
other mover, which is moved per se—namely. 
the body And because the philosophers of old 
believed that nothing existed but bodies? they 
maintained that every mover is moved, and that 
the soul is moved per se. and is a body. 

Reply Obj 2. The likeness of the thing known 
is not of necessity actually in the nature of the 
knower: but given a thing which knows in po- 
tency, and afterwards knows in act, the like- 
ness of the thing known must be in the nature 
of the knower not actually, but only in potency; 
thus colour is not actually in the pupil of the 
eye, but only in potency. Hence it is necessary 
not that the likeness of corporeal things should 
be actually in the nature of the soul, but that it 
be in potency to such a likeness. But the ancient 
naturalists? did not know how to distinguish 
between act and potency; and so they held that 
the soul must be a body, and that it must be 
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composed of the principles of which all bodies 
are formed in order to know all bodies. 

Reply Obj. 3. There are two kinds of contact: 
of quantity, and of power. By the former a body 
can be touched only by a body; by the latter 
a body can be touched by an incorporeal thing, 
which moves that body. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Human Soul Is Some- 
thing Subsistent? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the human soul is not somie- 
thing subsistent. 

Objection 1. For that which subsists is said 
to be “this particular thing.” Now “this par- 
ticular thing” is said not of the soul. but of 
that which is composed of soul and body. There« 
fore the soul is not something subsistent. | 

Obj. 2. Further, everything subsistent op- 
erates. But the soul does not operate; for, as 
the Philosopher says.* “to say that the soul 
feels or understands is like saying that the soul 
weaves or builds.” Therefore the soul is not 
subsistent. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the sou] were subsistent, it 
would have some operation apart from the 
body. But it has no operation apart from the 
body, not even that of understanding. for the 
act of understanding does not take place with- 
out a phantasm. which cannot exist apart from 
the body. Therefore the human soul is not 
something subsistent. 

On the contrary, Augustine savs (De Trin. x, 
7):° “Whoever understands that the nature of 
the soul is that of a substance and not that of a 
body, will see that those who maintain the cor- 
poreal nature of the soul are Jed astray through 
associating with the soul those things without 
which they are unable to think of any nature” 
that is. imaginary pictures of corporeal things. 
Therefore the nature of the human intellect is 
not only incorporeal. but it is also a substance, 
that is, something subsistent. 

I answer that, It must necessarily he allowed 
that the principle of intellectual operation which 
we call the soul is a principle both incorporeal 
and subsistent. For it is clear that by means of 
the intellect man can know the natures of all 
corporeal things. Now whatever knows certain 
things cannot have any of them ijn its own na- 
ture because that which is in it naturally would 
impede the knowledge of anything clse. Thus 
we observe that a sick man’s tongue being viti- 
ated hy a feverish and bitter humour, cannot 
perceive anything sweet, and everything seems 

4 Soul, 1, 4 (ao8®r1). & PL 42,979. 
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Reply Obj. 1, According to the Philosopher! 
‘a thing seems to be chiefly what is principal in 
it; thus what the governor of 4 state does, the 
state is said ‘to do. In this way sometimes what is 
principal in man is said to be man”; sometimes, 
indeed, the intellectual part which, in accord- 
ance with truth, is called the inward man, and 
sometimes the sensitive part with the body is 
called man in the opinion of those whose obser- 
vation does not go beyond sensible things. And 
this is called the outward man. 

Reply Obj. 2. Not every particular substance 
is a hypostasis or a person. but that which has 
the complete nature of its species. Hence a hand, 
or a foot, is not called a hypostasis, or a person; 
nor, likewise, is the soul so called, since it Is a 
part of the human species. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Soul Is Composed 
of Matter and Form? 

We praceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the soul is composed of mat- 
ter and form. 

Objection 1. For potency is opposed to act. 
Now, whatsoever things are in act participate 
of the First Act, which is God, by participation 
of Whom, all things are good, are beings, and 
are living things. as is clear from the teaching 
of Dionysius (Div. Nom. v).2 Therefore what- 
soever things are in potency participate of the 
first potency. But the first potency is primary 
matter. Therefore, since the human soul 1s, 
after a manner, in potency, which appears from 
the fact that sometimes a man is potentially 
understanding, it seems that the human soul 
must participate of primary matter as a part of 
itself. 

Obj, 2. Further, wherever the properties of 
matter are found, there matter is. But the prop- 
erties of matter are found in the soul—namely, 
to be a subject, and to be changed; for it is sub- 
ject to science, and virtue, and it changes from 
ignorance to knowledge and from vice to virtue. 
Therefore matter is in the soul.’ 

Obj. 3. Further, things which have no matter 
have no cause of their being, as the Philosopher 
says.‘ But the soul has a cause of its being, 
since it is created by God. Therefore the soul 
has matter. 

Obj. 4. Further, what has no matter and ts a 
form only, is a pure act and is infinite. But this 
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belongs to God alone. Therefore the soul: has 
maitter.® eae hia: 

On the contrary, Augustine (Gen. ad lit, vii, 
7, 8, g)® proves that the soul was made neither 
of corporeal matter nor of spiritual matter. 

I answer that, The soul has no matter. We 
may consider this question in two ways. First, 
from the notion of a soul in general; for it be- 
longs to the notion of a soul to be the form of a 
body. Now, either it is a form of virtue of itself 
in its entirety, or by virtue of some part of it- 
self. If by virtue of itself in its entirety, then it 
is impossible that any part of it should be mat- 
ter, if by matter we understand some being only 
in potency, for a form, as such, is an act; and 
that which is only in potency cannot be part of 
an act, since potency is contrary to act as being 
its opposite. If, however, it be a form by virtue 
of a part of itself, then we call that part the 
soul; and that matter, which it actualizes first, 
we call the first thing animated. 

Secondly, we may proceed from the notion of 
the human soul in particular, in so far as it is in- 
tellectual. For it is clear that whatever is re- 
ceived into something is received according to 
the condition of the recipient. Now a thing is 
known in as far as its form is in the knower. 
But the intellectual soul knows a thing in its na- 
ture absolutely; for instance, it knows a stone 
absolutely as a stone, and therefore the form of 
a stone absolutely, as to its own formal notion, 
is In the intellectual soul. Therefore the intel- 
lectual soul itself is an absolute form, and not 
something composed of matter and form. For if 
the intellectual soul were composed of matter 
and form, the forms of things would be received 
into st as individuals, and so it would only know 
the individual; just as it happens with the sen- 
sitive powers which receive forms in a corpo- 
real organ, Since matter is the principle by which 
forms are individualized. It follows, therefore, 
that the intellectual soul, and every intellectual 
substance which has knowledge of forms abso- 
lutely, is without composition of matter and 
form, 

Reply Obj. 1. The First Act is the universal 
principle of all acts, because It is infinite, vir- 
tually “precontaining all things,” as Dionysius 
says (Div. Nom. v).’ Therefore things partici- 
pate of It not as a part of themselves, but by 
diffusion of Its processions. Now as potency is 
receptive of act, it must be proportionate to 
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act. But the acts received which proceed from 
the First Infinite Act, and are participations of 
it, are diverse, so that there cannot be one po- 
tency which receives all acts, as there is one act 
from which all participated acts are derived; 
for then the receptive potency would equal the 
active potency of the First Act. Now the recep- 
tive potency in the intellectual soul is other 
than the receptive potency of first matter, as 
appears from the diversity of the things re- 
ceived by each. For primary matter receives 
individual forms, whereas the intellect re- 
ceives absolute forms. Hence the existence of 
such a potency in the intellectual soul does not 
prove that the soul is composed of matter and 
form. 

Reply Obj. 2. To be a subject and to be 
changed belong to matter by reason of its being 
in potency. As, therefore, the potency of the in- 
tellect is one thing and the potency of primary 
matter another, so in each is there a different 
reason of subjection and change. For the intel- 
lect is subject to knowledge, and is changed 
from ignorance to knowledge by reason of its 
being in potency with regard to the intelligible 
species. 

Reply Obj. 3. The form causes matter to be, 
and so does the agent; therefore the agent 
causes matter to be, by changing it to the act of 
a form. A subsistent form, however, does not 
owe its being to some formal principle, nor has 
it a cause changing it from potency to act. So 
after the words quoted above, the Philosopher 
concludes,’ that in things composed of matter 
and form “there is no other cause but that 
which moves from potentiality to act; but what- 
soever things have no matter are without quali- 
fication true beings ” 

Reply Obj. 4. Everything participated is com- 
pared to the thing participating as its act. But 
whatever created form be supposed to subsist 
per se must participate being; for even life, or 
anything of that sort, ‘is a participator of be- 
ing,” aS Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v).2 Now 
participated being is limited by the capacity of 
the participator; so that God alone, Who is His 
own being, is pure act and infinite. But in intel- 
lectual substances, there is composition of act 
and potency, not, indeed, of matter and form, 
but of form and participated being. Therefore 
some say that* they are composed of that by 
which they are and that which they are; for 
being itself is that by which a thing is. 

1 Metaphysics, vit, 6 (104531). 
2 Sect. 5 (PG 3, 820). 
8See Q. L, A. 2, ANS. 2. 


383 


Articir 6, Whether the Human Soul Is 
Incorruptible? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the human soul is corruptible. 

Objection 1. For those things that have a like 
beginning and process seem to have a like end. 
But the beginning, by generation, of men is like 
that of animals, for they are made from the 
earth. And the process of life is alike in both; 
because all things breathe alike, and man hath 
nothing more than the beast, as it is written 
(Eccles. 3. 19). Therefore, as the same text con- 
cludes, the death of man and beast is one, and 
the condition of both is equal. But the souls of 
brute animals are corruptible. Therefore, also, 
the human soul is corruptible. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is out of nothing 
can return to nothingness, because the end 
should correspond to the beginning. But as it is 
written (Wisd. 2. 2), We are born of nothing; 
which is true not only of the body, but also of 
the sou). Therefore, as is concluded in the same 
passage, After this we shall be as if we had not 
been, even as to our soul. 

Obj. 3 Further, nothing is without its proper 
operation. But the operation proper to the soul, 
which is to understand through a phantasm, 
cannot be without the body. For the soul un- 
derstands nothing without a phantasm, and 
“there is no phantasm without the body” as the 
Philosopher says.’ Therefore the soul cannot 
survive the dissolution of the body. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)® that human souls owe to Divine goodness 
that they are “intellectual, and that they have 
an incorruptible substantial life.” 

Z answer that, We must assert that the human 
soul which we call the intellectual principle is 
incorruptible. For a thing may be corrupted in 
two ways—per se, and accidentally. Now it is 
impossible for anything subsistent to be gener- 
ated or corrupted accidentally, that is, by the 
generation or corruption of something else. For 
generation and corruption belong to a thing, 
just as being belongs to it, which is acquired by 
generation and lost by corruption. Therefore, 
whatever has being per se cannot be generated 
or corrupted except per se, while things which 
do not subsist, such as accidents and material 
forms, acquire being or lose it through the gen- 
eration or corruption of composite things. Now 
it was shown above (AA. 2, 3) that the souls of 
brutes are not self-subsistent, whereas the hu- 
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man soul is; so that the souls of brutes are cor- 
rupted when their bodies are corrupted, while 
the human soul could not be corrupted unless it 
were corrupted per se. This, indeed, is impos- 
sible, not only as regards the human soul, but 
also as regards any subsistent thing that is 
a form alone. For it is clear that what belongs to 
a thing by virtue of itself is inseparable from it; 
but to be belongs to a form, which is an act, by 
virtue of itself. Therefore matter acquires ac- 
tual being as it acquires the form, while it is cor- 
rupted so far as the form is separated from it. 
But it is impossible for a form to be separated 
from itself, and therefore it is impossible for a 
subsistent form to cease to exist. 

Granted even that the soul is composed of 
matter and form, as some pretend,!' we should 
nevertheless have to maintain that it is incor- 
ruptible. For corruption is found only where 
there is contrariety; for generation and corrup- 
tion are from contraries and into contraries. 
Therefore the heavenly bodies, since they have 
no matter subject to contraricty. are incorrupti- 
ble. Now there can be no contrariety in the in- 
tellectual soul, for it receives according to the 
manner of its being, and those things which it 
receives are without contrariety; for the notions 
even of contraries are not themselves contrary, 
since contraries belong to the same knowledge. 
Therefore it is impossible for the intellectual 
soul to be corruptible. 

Moreover we may take a sign of this from the 
fact that everything naturally desires being af- 
ter its own manner. Now, in things that have 
knowledge, desire ensues upon knowledge. The 
senses indeed do not know being, except under 
the conditions of ere and now, whereas the in- 
tellect apprehends being absolutely, and for all 
time, so that everything that has an intellect 
naturally desires always to be. But a natural 
desire cannot be in vain. Therefore every intel- 
lectual substance is incorruptible. 

Reply Obj. 1. Solomon reasons thus in the 
person of the foolish, as expressed in the words 
of Wisd. 2. Therefore the saying that man and 
animals have a like beginning in generation is 
true of the body, for all animals alike are made 
of earth. But it is not true of the soul. For the 
souls of brutes are produced by some power of 
the body, whereas the human sou! is produced 
by God, To signify this, it is written as to other 
animals: Let the earth bring forth the living 
soul (Gen. 1. 24) while of man it is written (did. 
2.7) that He breathed into his face the breath 
of life. And so in the last chapter of Ecclesiastes 

1 See above, A. 5; also, Q. L, A. 2. 
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(12. 7) it is concluded: (Before) the dust re- 
turn into its earth from whence it was; and the 
Spirtt return to God Who gave it. Again the 
process of life is alike as to the body, concern- 
ing which it is written (Eccles. 3. 19): Al 
things breathe alike, and (Wis. 2. 2), The 
breath in our nostrils is smoke. But the process 
is not alike of the soul; for man is intelligent, 
whereas animals are not. Hence it is false to 
say: Man has nothing more than beasts. Thus 
death comes to both alike as to the body, but 
not as to the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. As a thing can be created not 
by reason of a passive potency, but only by rea- 
son of the active power of the Creator, Who can 
produce something out of nothing, so that when 
we say that a thing can be reduced to nothing, 
we do not imply in the creature a potency to 
non-being, but in the Creator the power of ceas- 
ing to sustain being. But a thing is said to be 
corruptible because there is in it a potency to 
non-being. 

Reply Obj. 3. To understand through a phan- 
tasm is the proper operation of the soul by vir- 
tue of its union with the body. After separation 
from the body it will have another mode of un- 
derstanding, similar to other substances sepa- 
rated from bodies, as will appear later on (Q. 
LXXXIX, A. 1). 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Soul Is of the Same 
Species as an Angel? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the soul is of the same species 
as an angel. 

Objection 1. Yor each thing is ordered to its 
proper end by the nature of its species, from 
which is derived its inclination for that end. But 
the end of the soul is the same as that of an 
angel—namely, cternal happiness. Therefore 
they are of the same species. 

Obj. 2. Further, the ultim:.ce specific differ- 
ence is the noblest, because it completes the na- 
ture of the species. But there is nothing nobler 
either in an angel or in the soul than to be in- 
tellectual. Therefore the soul and the angel 
agree in the ultimate specific difference. There- 
fore they belong to the same species. 

Obj. 3. Further, it seems that the soul does 
not differ from an angel except in its union 
with the body. But as the body is outside the 
essence of the soul, it seems that it does not be- 
long to its species. Therefore the soul and an 
angel are of the same species. 

On the contrary, Things which have different 
natural operations are of different species. But 
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the natural operations of the soul and of an an- 
gel are different, since, as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. vii),) “Angelic minds have simple and 
blessed intelligence, not gathering their knowl- 
edge of Divine things from visible things.” Sub- 
sequently he says the contrary to this of the 
soul. Therefore the soul and an angel are not of 
the same species. 

I answer that, Origen (Peri Archon iti, 5)? 
held that human souls and angels are all of the 
same species, and this because he supposed that 
in these substances the difference of degree was 
accidental, as resulting from their free choice,° 
as we have seen above (Q. XLVII, A. 2). But this 
cannot be. For in incorporeal substances there 
cannot be diversity of number without diversity 
of species and inequality of nature; because, as 
they are not composed of matter and form, but 
are subsistent forms, it is clear that there is nec- 
essarily among them a diversity In species. For 
a separate form cannot be understood otherwise 
than as one of a single species; thus, supposing 
a separate whiteness to exist, it could only be 
one, because one whiteness does not differ from 
another except as in this or that subject. But 
diversity of species is always accompanied with 
a diversity of nature; thus in species of colours 
one is more perfect than another. And the 
same applies to other species, because differ- 
ences which divide a genus are contrary to 
one another, Contraries, however, are re- 
lated to one another as the perfect to the im- 
perfect, since the “principle of contrariety is 
habit and privation,” as is written in the Meta- 
physics4 

The same would follow if the aforesaid sub- 
stances were composed of matter and form, For 
if the matter of one be distinct from the matter 
of another, it follows that either the form is the 
principle of the distinction of matter—that is to 
say, that the matter is distinct on account of its 
relation to divers forms (and even then there 
would result a difference of species and inequal- 
ity of nature), or else the matter is the principle 
of the distinction of forms. But one matter can- 
not be distinct from another except by a dis- 
tinction of quantity, which has no place in these 
incorporeal substances, such as an angel and the 
soul. And so it is not possible for the angel and 
the soul to he of the same species. How it is that 
there can be many souls of one species will be 
explained later (Q. LXXVI, A. 2, ANS. 1). 
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Reply Obj. 1. This argument proceeds from 
the proximate and natural end. Eternal happi- 
ness is the ultimate and supernatural end. 

Reply Obj. 2. The ultimate specific difference 
is the noblest because it is the most determinate, 
in the same way as act is nobler than potency. 
Thus, however, the intellectual power is not the 
noblest, because it is indeterminate and com- 
mon to many degrees of intellectuality; just as 
the sensible power is common to many degrees 
in the sensible nature. Hence, as all sensible 
things are not of one species, so neither are all 
intellectual things of one species. 

Reply Obj. 3. The body is not of the essence 
of the soul, but the soul by the nature of its es- 
sence can be united to the body, so that, prop- 
erly speaking, not the soul alone, but the com- 
posite, 1s the species. And the very fact that the 
soul in a certain way requires the body for its 
operation shows that the soul is endowed with 
a grade of intellectuality inferior to that of an 
angel, who is not united to a body. 


QUESTION LXXVI 
OF THE UNION OF BODY AND SOUL 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE now consider the union of the soul with the 
body; and concerning this there are eight points 
for inquiry: (1) Whether the intellectual princi- 
ple is united to the body as its form? (2) 
Whether the intellectual principle is multiplied 
numerically according to the number of bodies, 
or js there one intellect for all men? (3) Wheth- 
er in the body the form of which is an intellec- 
tual principle, there is some other soul? (4) 
Whether in the body there is any other substan- 
tial form? (5) Of the qualities required in the 
body of which the intellectual principle is the 
form? (6) Whether it be united to such a body 
by means of another body? (7) Whether by 
means of an accident? (8) Whether the soul is 
wholly in each part of the body? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Intellectual Principle 
Is United to the Body As Its Form? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that the intellectual principle is not united 
to the body as its form. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says® that 
“the intellect is separate,” and that it is not the 
act of any body. Therefore it is not united to 
the body as its form. 

Obj. 2. Further, every form is determined ac- 
cording to the nature of the matter of which it is 

5 Soul, 111, 4 (429%5). 
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the form; otherwise no proportion would be re- 
quired between matter and form. Therefore if 
the intellect were united to the body as its form, 
since every body has a determinate nature it 
would follow that the intellect has a determinate 
nature; and thus. it would not be capable of 
knowing all things, as is clear from what has 
been said (Q. LXxv, A. 2), which is contrary to 
the notion of intellect. Therefore the intellect is 
not united to the body as its form. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever receptive power is 
an act of a body receives a form materially and 
individually; for what is received must be re- 
ceived according to the mode of the receiver. 
But the form of the thing understood is not re- 
ceived into the intellect materially and individ- 
ually, but rather immaterially and universally; 
otherwise the intellect would not be capable of 
the knowledge of immaterial and universal ob- 
jects, but only of individuals, like the senses. 
Therefore the intellect is not united to the body 
as its form. 

Obj. 4. Further, power and action have the 
same subject; for the same subject is what can, 
and does, act. But the intellectual action is not 
the action of a body, as appears from above (a. 
LXXV, A. 2). Therefore neither is the intellectual 
power a power of the body. But virtue or power 
cannot be more abstract or more simple than 
the essence from which the virtue or power is 
derived. Therefore neither is the substance of 
the intellect the form of a body. 

Obj. 5. Further, whatever has per se being is 
not united to the body as its form, because a 
form is that by which a thing is, so that the very 
being of a form does not belong to the form by 
itself. But the intellectual principle has per se 
being and is subsistent, as was said above (a. 
LXxv, A. 2). Therefore it is not united to the 
body as its form. 

Obj. 6. Further, whatever exists in a thing by 
reason of its nature exists in it always. But to be 
united to matter belongs to the form by reason 
of its nature. For form is the act of matter not 
by any accidental quality, but by its own es- 
sence; otherwise matter and form would not 
make a thing substantially one, but only acci- 
dentally one. Therefore a form cannot be with- 
out its own proper matter. But the intellectual 
principle, since it is incorruptible, as was shown 
above (0. LXXxv, A. 6), remains separate from 
the body after the dissolution of the body. 
Therefore the intellectual principle is not united 
to the body as its form. 

On the contrary, According to the Philoso- 
pher,' difference is derived from the form. But 
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the difference which constitutes man is rational, 
which is applied to man on account of his intel- 
lectual principle. Therefore the intellectual prin- 
ciple is the form of man. 

I answer that, We must assert that the intel- 
lect which is the principle of intellectual opera- 
tion is the form of the human body. For that 
whereby primarily anything acts is a form of 
the thing to which the act is to be attributed; 
for instance, that whereby a body is primarily 
healed is health, and that whereby the soul 
knows primarily is knowledge; hence health is a 
form of the body, and knowledge is a form of 
the soul. The reason is because nothing acts ex- 
cept so far as it is in act; hence a thing acts hy 
that whereby it is in act. Now it is clear that the 
first thing by which the body lives is the soul. 
And as life appears through various operations 
in different degrees of living things, that where- 
by we primarily perform each of all these vital 
actions is the soul. For the soul is the primary 
principle of our nourishment, sensation, and lo- 
cal movement; and likewise of our understand- 
ing. Therefore this principle by which we prima- 
rily understand, whether it be called the intel- 
lect or the intellectual soul, is the form of the 
body. This is the demonstration used by Aris- 
totle.* 

But if anyone say that the intellectual soul is 
not the form of the body? he must first explain 
how it is that this action of understanding is the 
action of this particular man; for each one is 
conscious that if 1s himself who understands. 
Now an action may be attributed to anyone in 
three ways, as is clear from the Philosopher.‘ 
“For a thing is said to move or act either by vir- 
tue of its whole self, for instance, as a physician 
heals; or by virtue of a part, as a man sees by 
his eye; or through an accidental quality, as 
when we say that something that is white builds, 
because it is accidental to the builder to be 
white.” So when we say that Socrates or Plato 
understands, it is clear that this is not attributed 
to him accidentally, since it is ascribed to him 
as man which is predicated of him essentially. 
We must therefore say either that Socrates un- 
derstands by virtue of his whole self, as Plato 
maintained,® holding that man is an intellectual 
soul, or that the intellect is a part of Socrates. 
The first cannot stand, as was shown above (oa. 

1 Metaphysics, vitt, 2 (1043%10). 
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LXXV, A. 4), for this reason, that it is one and 
the same man who is conscious both that he 
understands, and that he senses. But one can- 
not sense without a body; therefore the body 
must be some part of man. It remains therefore 
that the intellect by which Socrates understands 
is a part of Socrates, so that in some way it is 
united to the body of Socrates. 

The Commentator held' that this union is 
through the intelligible species, as having a 
double subject: in the possible intellect, and in 
the phantasms which are in the corporeal organs. 
Thus through the intelligible species the possi- 
ble intellect is linked to the body of this or that 
particular man. But this link or union does not 
sufficiently explain the fact that the act of the 
intellect is the act of Socrates. This can be clear- 
ly seen from comparison with the sensitive 
power, from which Aristotle proceeds to con- 
sider things relating to the intellect. For the re- 
lation of phantasms to the intellect is like the 
relation of colours to the sense of sight, as he 
says in the book on the Soul. Therefore, as the 
species of colours are in the sight, so are the 
species of phantasms in the possible intellect. 
Now it is clear that because the colours, the 
likenesses of which are in the sight, are on a 
wall, the action of seeing is not attributed to the 
wall; for we do not say that the wall sees, but 
rather that it is seen. Therefore, from the fact 
that the species of phantasms are in the possible 
intellect it does not follow that Socrates, in 
whom are the phantasms, understands, but that 
he or his phantasms are understood. 

Some, however, tried to maintain that the in- 
tellect is united to the body as its mover,’ and 
hence that the intellect and body form one thing 
so that the act of the intellect could be attrib- 
uted to the whole. This is groundless however, 
for many reasons. First, because the intellect 
does not move the body except through desire, 
the movement of which presupposes the opera- 
tion of the intellect. The reason therefore why 
Socrates understands is not because he is moved 
by his intellect, but rather, contrariwise, he ts 
moved by his intellect because he understands. 
Secondly, because, since Socrates is an individ- 
ual in a nature of one essence composed of mat- 
ter and form, if the intellect be not the form, it 
follows that it must be outside the essence, and 
then the intellect is to the whole Socrates as a 
mover to the thing moved. The act of intellect 


1 De An., 111, Comm. v (vi, 2-148¢). 
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however remains in the agent, and does not pags 
into something else, as does the action of heat- 
ing. Therefore the act of understanding cannot 
be attributed to Socrates for the reason that he 
is moved by his intellect. Thirdly, because the 
action of a mover is never attributed to the 
thing moved, except as to an instrument; as the 
action of a carpenter to a saw. Therefore if un- 
derstanding is attributed to Socrates, as the ac- 
tion of what moves him, it follows that it is at- 
tributed to him as to an instrument. This is con- 
trary to the teaching of the Philosopher, who 
holds that understanding is not possible through 
a corporeal instrument.‘ Fourthly, because, al- 
though the action of a part be attributed to the 
whole, as the action of the eye is attributed to a 
man, yet it is never attributed to another part, 
except perhaps accidentally; for we do not say 
that the hand sees because the eye sees. There- 
fore if the intellect and Socrates are united in 
the above manner, the action of the intellect 
cannot be attributed to Socrates. If, however, 
Socrates be a whole composed of a union of the 
intellect with whatever else belongs to Socrates, 
while nevertheless the intellect is united to those 
other things only as a mover, it follows that Soc- 
rates is not one absolutely, and consequently 
neither a being absolutely, for a thing is a being 
according as it js one. 

There remains, therefore, no other explana- 
tion than that given by Aristotle'—namely, that 
this particular man understands because the in- 
tellectual principle is his form. Thus from the 
very operation of the intellect it is made clear 
that the intellectual principle is united to the 
body as its form. 

The same can be clearly shown from the na- 
ture of the human species. For the nature of 
each thing is shown by its operation. Now the 
proper operation of man as man is to under- 
stand, because he thereby surpasses all other 
animals. From this, too, Aristotle concludes® 
that the ultimate happiness of man must con- 
sist in this operation as properly belonging to 
him. Man must therefore derive his species from 
that which is the principle of this operation. But 
the species of anything is derived from its form. 
It follows therefore that the intellectual princi- 
ple is the proper form of man. 

But we must observe that the nobler a form 
is, the more it rises above corporeal matter, the 
less it is merged in matter, and the more it ex- 
cels matter by its power and its operation; 

4 Soul, 111, 4 (429%26). 
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hence we find that the form of a mixed body 
has another operation not caused by its elemen- 
tal qualities. And the higher we advance in the 
nobility of forms, the more we find that the 
power of the form excels the elementary matter; 
as the vegetative soul excels the form of the 
metal, and the sensitive soul excels the vegeta- 
tive soul. Now the human soul is the highest and 
noblest of forms. Therefore it excels corporeal 
matter in its power by the fact that it has an 
operation and a power in which corporeal mat- 
ter has no share whatever. This power is called 
the intellect. 

It is well to remark that if anyone holds that 
the soul is composed of matter and form,! it 
would follow that in no way could the soul be 
the form of the body. For since the form is an 
act, and matter is only a being in potency, that 
which is composed of matter and form cannot 
be the form of another by virtue of itself as a 
whole. But if it is a form by virtue of some part 
of itself, then that part which is the form we 
call the soul, and that of which it 1s the form we 
call the first thing animated, as was said above 
(Q. LXXV, A. §). 

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says,? the 
ultimate natural form to which the considera- 
tion of the natural philosopher is directed, 
namely, the human soul, is indeed separate; yet 
it exists in matter. He proves this from the fact 
that ‘“‘man and the sun generate man from mat- 
ter.” It is separate indeed according to its intel- 
lectual power, because the intellectual power 
does not belong to a corporeal organ, as the 
power of seeing is the act of the eye; for under- 
standing is an act which cannot be performed 
by a corporeal organ, like the act of seeing. But 
it exists in matter so far as the soul itself, to 
which this power belongs, is the form of the 
body, and the term of human generation. And 
so the Philosopher says® that “the intellect is 
separate” because it is not the power of a cor- 
poreal organ. 

From this it is clear how to answer the Second 
and Third objections. For, in order that man 
may be be able to understand all things by 
means of his intellect. and that his intellect may 
understand all things immaterial and universal, 
it is sufficient that the intellectual power be not 
the act of the body. 

Reply Obj. 4. The human soul, by reason of 
its perfection, is not a form merged in matter, 
or entirely embraced by matter. Therefore there 

1 See Q. LXXV, A. 530.1, A. 2. 

2 Physics, 1, 2 (19412). 
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is nothing to prevent one of its powers not being 
the act of the body, although the soul is essen- 
tially the form of the body. 

Reply Obj. 5. The soul communicates that 
being in which it subsists to the corporeal mat- 
ter, out of which, combined with the intellectual 
soul, there results unity of being so that the 
being of the whole composite is also the being 
of the soul. This is not the case with other non- 
subsistent forms. For this reason the human 
soul retains its own being after the dissolution 
of the body, though this is not so with other 
forms. 

Reply Obj. 6. To be united to the body per- 
tains to the soul by reason of itself, as it per- 
tains to a light body by reason of itself to be 
raised up. And as a light body remains light 
when removed from its proper place, retaining 
meanwhile an aptitude and an inclination for its 
proper place, so the human soul retains its 
proper being when separated from the body, 
having an aptitude and a natural inclination to 
be united to the body. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Intellectual Principle Is 
Multiplied According to the Number of Bodies? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual principle is not 
multiplied according to the number of bodies, 
but that there is one intellect in all men. 

Objection 1. For an immaterial substance is 
not multiplied in number within one species. 
But the human soul is an immaterial substance, 
since it is not composed of matter and form, as 
was shown above (9. Lxxv, A. 5). Therefore 
there are not many human Souls in one species. 
But all men are of one species. Therefore there 
is but one intellect in all men. 

Obj. 2. Further, when the cause is removed, 
the effect is also removed. Therefore, if human 
souls were multiplied according to the number 
of bodies, it follows that the vodies being re- 
moved, the number of souls would not remain, 
but from all the souls there would be but a sin- 
gle one remaining. This is heretical, for it would 
do away with the distinction of rewards and 
punishments. 

Qbj. 3. Further, if my intellect is distinct 
from your intellect, my intellect is an individual, 
and so is yours; for individuals are things which 
differ in number but agree in one species.4 Now 
whatever is received into anything must be re- 
ceived according to the mode of the receiver. 
Therefore the species of things would be re- 
ceived individually into my intellect, and also 

4Cf. Averroes, In De An., 111, § (v1, 2-152D). 
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into yours, which is contrary to the nature of 
the intellect which knows universals. 

Obj. 4. Further, the thing understood is in 
the intellect which understands. If, therefore, 
my intellect is distinct from yours, what is un- 
derstood by me must be distinct from what is 
understood by you; and consequently it will be 
“reckoned as something individual,” and be 
only “potentially something understood,” so 
that the common intention will have to be ab- 
stracted from both, because from things diverse 
something intelligible common to them may be 
abstracted. But this is contrary to the nature of 
the intellect, for then the intellect would seem 
not to be distinct from the imagination. It 
seems, therefore, to follow that there is one in- 
tellect in all men. 

Obj. 5. Further, when the disciple receives 
knowledge from the master, it cannot be said 
that the master’s knowledge begets knowledge 
in the disciple, because then also knowledge 
would be an active form, such as heat is, which 
is clearly false. It seems, therefore, that the 
same individual knowledge which is in the mas- 
ter is communicated to the disciple, which can- 
not be, unless there is one intellect in both.’ It 
scems, therefore, that the intellect of the disci- 
ple and master is but one; and, consequently, 
the same applies to all men. 

Obj. 6 Further, Augustine (De Quant. Ant- 
ma xxxii)® says: “If I were to say that there 
are many human souls. I should Jaugh at my- 
self.” But the soul seems to be one chiefly on 
account of the intellect. Therefore there is one 
intellect of all men. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says* that 
the relation of universal causes to universals is 
like the relation of particular causes to individ- 
uals. But it is impossible that a soul, one in spe- 
cies, should belong to animals of different spe- 
cies. Therefore it is impossible that one individ- 
ual intellectual soul should belong to several 
individuals. 

I answer that, It is absolutely impossible for 
one intellect to belong to all men. This is clear 
if, as Plato maintained,* man is the intellect it- 
self. For it would follow that Socrates and Plato 
are one man, and that they are not distinct from 
each other except by something outside the es- 
sence of each. The distinction between Socrates 
and Plato would be no other than that of one 
man with a tunic and another with a cloak; 
which is altogether absurd. 

1 Tbid. (v1, 2,~-147A). 

2 Tbid, (v1, 2-152D). 
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It is likewise clear that this is impossible if, 
according to the opinion of Aristotle,® it is sup- 
posed that the intellect is a part or a power of 
the soul which is the form of man. For it is 
impossible for many distinct individuals to 
have one form, as it is impossible for them 
to have one being, for the form is the principle 
of being. 

Again, this is clearly impossible whatever one 
may hold as to the manner of the union of the 
intellect to this or that man. For it is manifest 
that, supposing there is one principal agent and 
two instruments, we can say that there is one 
agent absolutely, but several actions; as when 
one man touches several things with his two 
hands, there will be one who touches, but two 
contacts. If, on the contrary, we suppose one in- 
strument and several principal agents, we might 
say that there are several agents, but one act; 
for example, if there be many drawing a ship by 
means of a rope, there will be many drawing, 
and one pull. If, however, there is one principal 
agent, and one instrument, we say that there is 
one agent and one action, as when the smith 
strikes with one hammer, there is one striker 
and one stroke. Now it is clear that no matter 
how the intellect is united or coupled to this or 
that man, the intellect has the precedence of all 
the other things which appertain to man; for 
the sensitive powers obey the intellect, and are 
at its service. Therefore, if we suppose two men 
to have several intellects and one sense,—for in- 
stance, if two men had one eye,—there would be 
several seers, but one sight. But if there is one 
intellect, no matter how diverse may be all those 
things of which the intellect makes use as instru- 
ments, In no way is it possible to say that Soc- 
rates and Plato_are otherwise than one under- 
standing man. And if to this we add that to un- 
derstand, which is the act of the intellect, is not 
effected by any organ other than the intellect 
itself, it will further follow that there is but one 
agent and one action; that is to say that all men 
are but one “understander,” and have but one 
act of understanding, in regard, that is, of one 
intelligible object. 

However, it would be possible to distinguish 
my intellectual action from yours by the distinc- 
tion of the phantasms—that is to say, were there 
one phantasm of a stone in me, and another in 
you—if the phantasm itself, as it is one thing in 
me and another in you, were a form of the possi- 
ble intellect; because the same agent according 
to divers forms produces divers actions, just as 
according to divers forms of things with regard to 

6 Soul, OU, 2 (414°23). 
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the same eye.there are divers visions. But the 
phantasm itself is not a form of the possible 
intellect, but rather the intelligible species ab- 
stracted from the phantasms. Now in one intel- 
lect, from different phantasms of the same spe- 
cies only one intelligible species is abstracted, 
as appears in one man, in whom there may be 
different phantasms of a stone; yet from all of 
them only one intelligible species of a stone is 
abstracted, by which the intellect of that one 
man, by one operation, understands the nature 
of a stone, notwithstanding the diversity of 
phantasms. Therefore, if there were one intel- 
lect for all men, the diversity of phantasms 
which are in this one and that one would 
not cause a diversity of intellectual operation 
in this man and that man as the Commen- 
tator teaches.! It remains, therefore, that it 
is altogether impossible and unreasonable to 
maintain that there exists one intellect for all 
men. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the intellectual soul, 
like an angel, has no matter from which it is pro- 
duced, yet it is the form of a certain matter; in 
which it is unlike an angel. Therefore, according 
to the division of matter, there are many souls 
of one species while it is quite impossible for 
many angels to be of one species. 

Reply Obj. 2. Everything has unity in the 
same way that it has being. Consequently we 
must judge of the multiplicity of a thing as we 
judge of its being. Now it is clear that the intel- 
lectual soul, by virtue of its very being. is united 
to the body as its form; yet. after the dissolu- 
tion of the body. the intellectual soul retains its 
own being. In like manner the multiplicity of 
souls is in proportion to the multiplicity of 
bodies; yet. after the dissolution of the bodies, 
the souls remain multiplied in their being. 

Reply Obj. 3. Individuality of the intelligent 
being. or of the species whereby it understands, 
does not exclude the understanding of univer- 
sals; otherwise, since separate intellects are sub- 
sistent substances, and consequently individual. 
they could not understand universals. But the 
materiality of the knower and of the species 
whereby it knows, impedes the knowledge of the 
universal. For as every action is according to 
the mode of the form by which the agent acts. 
as heating is according to the modc vf the heat, 
so knowledge is according to the mode of the 
species by which the knower knows. Now it is 
clear that common nature becomes distinct and 
multiplied by reason of the individuating princi- 
ples which come from the matter. Therefore if 

1J% De An., 111, comm. § (VI, 2-1§2E). 
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the form. which is the means of knowledge, is 
material—that is, not abstracted from material 
conditions—its likeness to the nature of a spe- 
cies or genus will be according to the distinction 
and multiplication of that nature by means of 
individuating principles; so that knowledge of 
the nature of a thing in general will be impossi- 
ble. But if the species be abstracted from the 
conditions of individual matter, there will be a 
likeness of the nature without those things which 
mike it distinct and multiplied; thus there will 
be knowledge of the universal. Nor does it mat- 
ter, as to this particular point. whether there be 
one intellect or many; because, even if there 
were but one, it would necessarily be an individ- 
ual intellect, and the specics whereby it under- 
stands, an individual species. 

Reply O67. 4. Whether the intellect be one or 
many, what is understood is one; for what is 
understood is in the intellect not according to it- 
self, but according to its likeness; for “the stone 
is not in the soul, but its likeness is,” as is said in 
the book on the Soul? Yet it is the stone which 
is understood, not the likeness of the stone, 
(except by a reflection of the intellect on itself) ; 
otherwise, the objects of sciences would not be 
things. but only intelligible species. Now it hap- 
pens that different things according to different 
forms are likened to the same thing And since 
knowledge is begotten according to the assimila- 
tion of the knower to the thing known, it fol- 
lows that the same thing may happen to he 
known by several knowers, as is apparent in re- 
gard to the senses: for several see the same 
colour, according to diffcrent likenesses. In the 
same way several intellects understand one 
thing understood But there is this difference, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Aristotle? between 
the sense and the intelligence—that a thing is 
perceived by the sense according to the disposi- 
tion which it has outside the oul—that is, in its 
individuality, but the nature of the thing under- 
stood is indced outside the soul but it does not 
have that mode of being outside the soul which 
it has according as it is understood. For the 
common nature Is understood as apart from the 
individuating principles, but it does not have 
this mode of being outside the soul. But, accord- 
ing to the opinion of Plato,‘ the thing under- 
stood exists outside the soul in the same mode as 
that in which it is understood; for he supposed 
that the natures of things exist separate from 
matter. 

? Aristotle, m1, 8 (431529). 
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| Reply Odj.5. One knowledge exists in the dis- 
ciple and another in the master. How it is caused 
will be shown later on (9. cxvit, A. 1). 
Reply Obj. 6. Augustine denies a plurality of 
souls that would involve a plurality of species. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Besides the Intellectual 
Soul There Are in Man Other Souls Essentially 
Different From One Another? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that besides the intellectual soul 
there are in man other souls essentially different 
from one another, such as the sensitive soul and 
the nutritive soul. 

Objection 1. For corruptible and incorruptible 
are not of the same substance. But the intel- 
Jectual soul is incorruptible, whereas the other 
souls, as the sensitive and the nutritive, are cor- 
ruptible, as was shown above (q. Lxxv, A. 6). 
Therefore in man the essence of the intellectual 
soul, the sensitive soul, and the nutritive soul, 
cannot be the same. 

Obj. 2. Further, if it be said that the sensitive 
soul in man is incorruptible, on the contrary, 
“corruptible and incorruptible differ generical- 
ly,” says the Philosopher.’ But the sensitive soul 
in the horse, the lion. and other brute animals, 
is corruptible. If, therefore, in man it be incor- 
ruptible, the sensitive soul in man and brute ani- 
mals will not be of the same genus. Now, an ani- 
mal is so called from its having a sensitive soul, 
and, therefore, animal will not be one genus 
common to man and other animals, which Is 
incongruous. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
the embryo is an animal before it is a man. But 
this would be impossible if the essence of the 
sensitive soul were the same as that of the intel- 
lectual soul; for an animal is such by its sensi- 
tive soul, while a man is a man by the intellec- 
tual soul. Therefore in man the essence of the 
sensitive soul is not the same as the essence of 
the intellectual soul. 

Obj 4. Further, the Philosopher says? that the 
genus is taken from the matter, and difference 
from the form. But rational, which is the differ- 
ence constituting man, is taken from the intel- 
lectual soul. while he is called animal by reason 
of his having a body animated by a sensitive 
soul. Therefore the intellectual soul is related 
to the body animated by a sensitive soul as 
form to matter. Therefore in man the intellec- 
tual soul is not essentially the same as the sensi- 

1 Metaphysics, X, 10 (1059°10). 
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tive soul, but presupposes it as a material sup- 
positum. 

On the contrary, It is said in the Book De 
Ecclesiasticis Dogmatibus xv :* “Noy do we say 
that there are two souls in one man, as James 
and other Syrians write: one, animal, by which 
the body is animated, and which is mingled with 
the blood, the other, spiritual, which obeys the 
reason; but we say that it is one and the same 
soul in man, that both gives life to the body by 
being united to it, and orders itself by its own 
reasoning.” 

I answer that, Plato held® that there were sev- 
eral souls in one body, distinct even as to organs, 
to which souls he referred the different vital ac- 
tions, saying that “the nutritive power is in the 
liver, the concupiscible in the heart, and the 
power of knowledge in the brain.” Which opin- 
ion is rejected by Aristotle® with regard to those 
parts of the soul which use corporeal organs, be- 
cause in those animals which continue to live 
when they have been divided, in each part are ob- 
served the operations of the soul, as sense and 
appetite. Now this would not be the case if the 
various principles of the soul’s operations were 
essentially different, and distributed in the vari- 
ous parts of the body. But with regard to the in- 
tellectual part, he seems to leave it in doubt 
whether it be only logically distinct from the 
other parts of the soul, or also locally. 

The opinion of Plato might be maintained if, 
as he held,’ the soul were supposed to be united 
to the body, not as its form, but as its mover. 
For it involves nothing unreasonable that the 
same movable thing be moved by several mov- 
ers; and still less if it be moved according to its 
various parts. 1f we suppose, however, that the 
soul is united to the body as its form, it is quite 
impossible for several essentially different souls 
to be in one body. This can be made clear by 
three reasons. 

In the first place, an animal would not be ab- 
solutely one, in which there were several souls. 
For nothing is absolutely one except by one 
form, by which a thing has being, because a 
thing has from the same source both being and 
unity; and therefore things which are denomi- 
nated by various forms are not absolutely one, 


4Gennadius (PL 58, 984); cf. Pseudo-Augustine (Al- 
cher of Clairvaux), De Spir. ei An., 48 (PL 40, 814). 

5(Cf{. Averroes, In De An., 1, 90 (VI, 2-45F); Timaeus 
(69). On the controversy of the Schools concerning the 
plurality of forms, cf. Denifle, Chariularium, 474 (1 
559); 517 (1, 625); 518 (1, 627); 523 (1, 634); also Lottin, 
RNP (1932) pp. 449~467. 
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as, for instance, a white man. If, therefore, man 
were living by one form, the vegetative soul, 
and animal by another form, the sensitive soul, 
and man by another form, the intellectual soul, 
it would follow that man is not absolutely one. 
Thus Aristotle argues! against Plato that if the 
idea of an animal is distinct from the idea of a 
biped, then a biped animal is not absolutely one. 
For this reason, against those who hold that 
there are several souls in the body, he asks,” 
what contains them ?—that is, what makes them 
one? It cannot be said that they are united by 
the one body, because rather does the soul con- 
tain the body and make it one, than the reverse. 

Secondly, this is proved to be impossible by 
the mode of predication. Those things which are 
derived from various forms are predicated of 
one another either accidentally, (if the forms 
are not ordered one to another, as when we say 
that something white is sweet), or essentially, 
in the second mode of essential predication, (if 
the forms are ordered one to another, the sub- 
ject belonging to the definition of the predi- 
cate; as a surface is presupposed to colour, so 
that if we say that a body with a surface is col- 
oured, we have the second manner of essential 
predication). Therefore, if we have one form by 
which a thing is an animal. and another form by 
which it is a man, it follows either that one of 
these two things could not be predicated of the 
other, except accidentally, supposing these two 
forms not to be ordered to one another,—or 
that one would be predicated of the other ac- 
cording to the second mode of essential predica- 
tion, if one soul be presupposed to the other. 
But both or these consequences are clearly false, 
because animal is predicated of man essentially 
and not accidentally, and man is not part of the 
definition of an animal, but the other way about. 
Therefore of necessity by the same form a thing 
is animal and man; otherwise man would not 
really be the thing which is an animal, so that 
animal can be essentially predicated of man. 

Thirdly, this is shown to be impossible by the 
fact that when one operation of the soul is in- 
tense it impedes another, which could never be 
the case unless the principle of action were 
essentially one. 

We must therefore conclude that in man the 
sensitive soul, the intellectual soul, and the nu- 
tritive soul are numerically one sui. This can 
easily be explained, if we consider the differ- 
ences of species and forms. For we observe that 
the species and forms of things differ from one 
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another as the perfect and the imperfect; as in 
the order of things, the animate are more per- 
fect than the inanimate, and animals more per- 
fect than plants, and man than brute animals, 
and in each of these genera there are various 
degrees. For this reason Aristotle compares® the 
species of things to numbers, which differ in 
species by the addition or subtraction of unity. 
And he compares‘ the various souls to the spe- 
cies of figures, one of which contains another; 
as a pentagon contains and exceeds a tetragon. 
Thus the intellectual soul contains virtually 
whatever belongs to the sensitive soul of brute 
animals and to the nutritive soul of plants. 
Therefore, as a surface which is of a pentagonal 
shape is not tetragonal by one shape and pen- 
tagonal by another—since a tetragonal shape 
would be superfluous as contained in the pen- 
tagonal—so neither is Socrates a man by one 
soul and an animal by another, but by one and 
the same soul he is both animal and man. 

Reply Obj. 1. The sensitive soul is incorrupti- 
ble not by reason of its being sensitive, but by 
reason of its being intellectual. When, therefore, 
a soul is sensitive only, it is corruptible; but 
when with sensibility it has also intellectuality, 
it is incorruptible. For although sensibility does 
not give incorruptibility, yet it cannot deprive 
intellectuality of its incorruptibility. 

Reply Obj, 2. Not forms, but composites, are 
classified either generically or specifically. Now 
man is corruptible like other animals. And so 
the difference of corruptible and incorruptible 
which is on the part of the forms does not in- 
volve a generic difference between man and the 
other animals. 

Reply Obj. 3 The embryo has first of all a 
soul which is merely sensitive, and when this is 
removed, it 1s supplanted by a more perfect 
soul, which is both sensitive and intellectual; as 
will be shown farther on (Q. CXVIII, A. 2, ANS. 2). 

Reply Ob7 4. We must ne’ consider the di- 
versity of natural things as proceeding from the 
various logical notions or intentions which flow 
from our manner of understanding, because rea- 
son cam apprehend one and the same thing in 
various ways. Thercfore since, as we have said, 
the intellectual soul contains virtually what be- 
longs to the sensitive soul, and something more, 
reason can consider separately what belongs to 
the power of the sensitive soul, as something 
imperfect and material. And because it observes 
that this is something common to man and to 
other animals, it forms from this the notion of 
the genus, while that in which the intellectual 

3 Metaphysics, vit, 3 (1043534). 4 Soul, 11, 3 (41428). 
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soul exceeds the sensitive soul it takes as formal 
and perfecting; and from this it gathers the 
difference of man. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether in Man There Is Another 
Form Besides the Intellectual Soul? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that in man there is another form 
besides the intellectual soul. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
“the soul is the act of a physical body which has 
life potentially.” Therefore the soul is to the 
body as a form to matter. But the body has a 
substantial form by which it is a body. There- 
fore some other substantial form in the body 
precedes the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further. man moves himself as every 
animal does. “Now everything that moves itself 
is divided into two parts, of which one moves 
and the other ts moved,” as the Philosopher 
proves.” But the part which moves is the soul. 
Therefore the other part must be such that it 
can be moved But primary matter cannot be 
moved,’ since it is a being only potentially; in- 
deed. everything that is moved is a body. There- 
fore in man and in every animal there must be 
another substantial form, by which the body 
is constituted 

Obj. 3 Further, the order of forms depends 
on their relation to primary matter; for before 
and after apply by comparison to some hegin- 
ning Therefore if there were not in man some 
other substantial form besides the rational soul, 
and if this were to inhere immediately in prima- 
ry matter, it would follow that it ranks among 
the most imperfect forms which inhere in mat- 
ter immediately. 

Obj. 4 Further. the human body is a mixed 
body. Now mingling does not result from matter 
alone. for then we should have mere corruption. 
Therefore the forms of the elements must re- 
miin in a mixed body. and these are substantial 
forms. Therefere in the human body there are 
other substantial forms besides the intellectual 
soul. 

On the contrary, Of one thing there is but one 
substantial being. But the substantial form gives 
substantial being. Therefore of one thing there 
is but one substantial form But the soul is the 
substantial form of man Therefore it is impossi- 
ble for there to be in man another substantial 
form besides the intellectual soul. 

Z answer that, If we suppose that the intel- 
lectual soul is not united to the body as its form, 
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but only as its mover as the Platonists main- 
tain,’ it would necessarily follow that in man 
there is another substantial form, by which the 
body is established in its being as movable by 
the soul. If, however, the intellectual soul be 
united to the body as its substantial form, as we 
have said above (A. 1), it is impossible for an- 
other substantial form besides the intellectual 
soul to be found in man. 

In order to make this evident, we must con- 
sider that the substantial form differs from the 
accidental form in this. that the accidental form 
does not make a thing to be absolutely, but to 
be such, as heat does not make a thing to be ab- 
solutely, but only to be hot. And by the coming 
of the accidental form a thing is not said to be 
made or generated absolutely, but to be made 
such, or to be in some particular condition; and 
in jike manner, when an accidental form is re- 
moved a thing is said to be corrupted. not abso- 
lutely, but relatively. Now the substantial form 
gives being absolutely; therefore by its coming 
a thing is said to be generated absolutely, and by 
its removal] to be corrupted absolutely. For this 
reason, the old natural philosophers, who held 
that primary matter was some actual being— 
for instance, fire or air, or something of that 
sort—maintained that nothing is generated ab- 
solutely, or corrupted absolutely, and stated 
that “every becoming is nothing but an altera- 
tion,” as we read in the Physics.’ Therefore, if 
besides the intellectual soul there pre-existed in 
matter another substantial form hy which the 
subject of the soul were made an actual being, 
it would follow that the soul does not give being 
absolutely, and consequently that it is not the 
substantial form; and so at the advent of the 
soul there would not be absolute but only rela- 
tive generation, nor at its removal absolute cor- 
ruption, al] of which is clearly false. 

And so we must conclude that there is no 
other substantial form in man besides the intel- 
lectual soul, and that the soul, as it virtually 
contains the sensitive and nutritive souls, so 
does it virtually contain all inferior forms. and 
itself alone does whatever the imperfect forms 
do in other things. The same is to be said of the 
sensitive soul in brute animals, and of the nutri- 
tive soul in plants. and universally of all more 
perfect forms with regard to the imperfect. 

Reply Obj. 1 Aristotle does not say that the 


4See above, a.1 Cf Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 
I-li, n 344 (Qu, 419); Jobn of Rochelle, Summa de An., 1, 
37, 38, In Manser, JPST (1912) p. 297, Bonaventure, in 
Gilson, La Philosophie (p. 310); cf. also Pegis, St. Thomas 
and the Problem of the Soul (p. 42). 
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soul is the act of a body only, but “the act of a 
physical organic body which has life potential- 
ly”: and that this potency ‘does not reject the 
soul.’”? And so it is clear that when the soul is 
called the act, the soul itself is included, as when 
we say that heat is the act of what is hot, and 
light of what is lucid; not as though lucid and 
light were two separate things, but because a 
thing is made lucid by the light. In like manner, 
the soul is said to be ‘‘the act of a body,” etc., 
because by the soul it is a body, and is organic, 
and has life potentially. Yet the first act is said 
to be in potency to the second act, which is 
operation; for such a potency ‘“‘does not reject” 
—that is, does not exclude—the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. The soul does not move the 
body by its being. as the form of the body, but 
by the moving power, the act of which presup- 
poses the body to be already actualized by the 
soul, so that the soul by its moving power is the 
part which moves, and the animate body is the 
part moved. 

Reply Obj, 3. We observe in matter various 
degrees of perfection, as being. living, sensing, 
and understanding. Now what is added is always 
more perfect. Therefore that form which gives 
matter only the first degree of perfection is the 
most imperfect, while that form which gives the 
first, second, and third degree, and so on, is the 
most perfect; and yet it inheres in matter im- 
mediately. 

Reply Obj. 4. Avicenna held® that the sub- 
stantial forms of the elements remain entire in 
the mixed body and that the mixture is made by 
the contrary qualities of the elements being re- 
duced to a neutral state. But this is impossible, 
because the various forms of the elements must 
necessarily be in various parts of matter, for the 
distinction of which we must suppose dimen- 
sions, without which matter cannot be divisible. 
Now matter subject to dimension is not to be 
found except in a body. But various bodies can- 
not be in the same place. And so it follows that 
elements in the mixed body would be distinct 
as to situation. And then there would not be a 
real mixture which is in respect of the whole. 
but only a mixture apparent to sense, by the 
juxtaposition of particles. 

Averroes maiatained’ that the forms of ele- 
ments, by reason of their imperfection. are mid- 
way between accidental and substantial forms, 
and so can be more or less; and therefore in the 
mixture they are modified and reduced to a neu- 
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tral state, so that one form emerges from ther. 
But this is even still more impossible. For the 
substantial being of each thing consists in some- 
thing indivisible, and every addition and sub- 
traction varies the species, as in numbers, as 
stated in the Metaphysics.* And consequently 
it is impossible for any substantial form to re- 
ceive more or less. Nor is it less impossible for 
anything to be midway between substance and 
accident. 

Therefore we must say, in accordance with 
the Philosopher,® that the forms of the elements 
remain in the mixed body not actually but vir- 
tually. For the proper qualities of the elements 
remain, though modified, and in them is the 
power of the elementary forms. This quality of 
the mixture is the proper disposition for the sub- 
stantial form of the mixed body; for instance, 
the form of a stone, or of any sort of soul. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Intellectual Soul 
Is Properly United to Such a Body? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual soul is improp- 
erly united to such a body. 

Objection 1. For matter must be proportion- 
ate to the form. But the intellectual soul is in- 
corruptible. Therefore it is not properly united 
to a corruptible body. 

Obj 2. Further, the intellectual soul is a per- 
fectly immaterial form, in proof of which is its 
operation, in which corporeal matter does not 
share. But the more subtle the hody. the less it 
has of matter. Therefore the soul should be 
united to a most subtle body. to fire, for in- 
stance, and not to a mixed body, still less to a 
terrestrial body. 

Obj. 3. Further, since the form is the princi- 
ple of the species, one form cannot produce a 
variety of species. But the intellectual soul is 
one form. Therefore, it should not be united to 
a body which is composed of parts belonging to 
various species. 

Obj. 4. Further, what is susceptible of a more 
perfect form should itself be more perfect. But 
the inteilectual soul is the most perfect of souls. 
Therefore since the bodies of other animals are 
naturally provided with a covering, for instance, 
with hair instead of clothes, and hoofs instead 
of shoes, and are, morcover, naturally provided 
with arms as claws, teeth, and horns, it seems 
that the intellectual soul should not have been 
united to a body which is imperfect as being de- 
prived of such means of protection. 
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On the contrary The Philosopher says’ that 
“the soul is'the act of-a physical organic body 
having life potentially.” 

I answer that, Since the form j is not for the 
sake of the matter, but rather the matter for the 
form, we must gather from the form the reason 
why the matter is such as it is: and not con- 
versely, Now the intellectual soul, as we have 
seen above (Q. LV, A. 2) in the order of nature, 
holds the lowest place among intellectual sub- 
stances; for it is not naturally gifted with the 
knowledge of truth, as the angels are, but has to 
gather knowledge from individual things by way 
of the senses, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii).? But nature never fails in necessary things: 
therefore the intellectual soul had to be en- 
dowed not only with the power of understand- 
ing, but also with the power of feeling. Now the 
action of the senses is not performed without a 
corporeal instrument. Therefore the intellectual 
soul had to be united to a body which could be 
an adequate organ of sense. 

Now all the other senses are based on the 
sense of touch. But the organ of touch has to be 
a medium between contraries, such as hot and 
cold, wet and dry, and the like, of which the 
sense of touch has the perception; thus it is in 
potency with regard to contraries, and is able to 
perceive them. Therefore the more the organ of 
touch is reduced to an even temperament, the 
more sensitive will be the touch. But the intellec- 
tual soul has the power of sense in all its complete- 
ness, because what belongs to the inferior nature 
pre-exists more perfectly in the superior, as 
Dionysius savs (Div. Nom. v).3 Therefore the 
body to which the intellectual sou! is united 
should be a mixed body, above all others re- 
duced to the most even temperament. For this 
reason among animals man has the best sense of 
touch. And among men. those who have the best 
sense of touch have the best intellect. A sign of 
this is that we observe those who are refined in 
body are well endowed in mind, as stated in 
the book on the Soul.* 

Reply Obj. 1. Perhaps someone might attempt 
to answer this by saying that before sin the hu- 
man body was incorruptible. This answer does 
not seem sufficient, because before sin the hu- 
man body was immortal not by nature but by a 
gift of Divine grace; otherwise its immortality 
would not be forfeited through sin, as neither 
was the immortality of the devil. 

Therefore we answer otherwise by observing 
that in matter two conditions are to be found: 
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ane which is chosen in order that the. mapr he 
suitable to the form, the other which follg of 
necessity from the prior disposition. The\y¢;. 
san, for instance, for the form of the hw 
chooses the matter, iron adapted for cut\ 
through hard material; but that the teeth of 
saw may become blunt and rusted follows 
necessity of the matter. So the intellectual so 
requires a body of an even temperament, which 
however. is corruptible by necessity of its mat- 
ter. If, however, it be said that God could avoid 
this, we answer that in the formation of natural 
things we do not consider what God might do, 
but what is suitable to the nature of things as 
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 1).5 God, how- 
ever, provided in this case by applying a remedy 
against death in the gift of grace. 

Reply Obj. 2. A body is not necessary to the 
intellectual soul by reason of its intellectual 
operation considered as such, but on account of 
the sensitive power, which requires an organ of 
an even temperament. Therefore the intellectual 
soul had to be united to such a body, and not to 
a simple element, or to a mixed body, in which 
fire was in excess, because otherwise there could 
not be an evenness of combination, on acccunt 
of the excessive active force of fire. And this 
evenly combined body has a dignity of its own 
by reason of its being remote from contraries, 
thereby resembling in a way a heavenly body. 

Reply Obj. 3 The parts of an animal, for in- 
stance, the eye, hand, flesh, and bones, and so 
forth, do not make the species, but the whole 
does; and therefore, properly speaking, we can- 
not say that these are of different species, but 
that they are of various dispositions. This is 
suitable to the intellectual soul, which, although 
it be one in its essence, yet on account of its 
perfection is manifold in power; and therefore, 
for its various operations it requires various dis- 
positions in the parts of the body to which it is 
united. For this reason we observe that there is 
a greater variety of parts in perfect than in im- 
perfect animals; and in these a greater variety 
than in plants. 

Reply Obj. 4. The intellectual soul, because it 
can comprehend universals, has a power extend- 
ing to the infinite; therefore it cannot be limited 
by nature either to certain fixed natural judg- 
ments, or to certain fixed means whether of de- 
fence or of clothing, as is the case with other 
animals, the souls of which have knowledge and 
power in regard to fixed particular things. In- 
stead of all these, man has by nature his reason 
and his hands, which are the organs of organs, 
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sincby their means man can make for himself 
inetlments of an infinite variety, and for any 
nilber of purposes, 


aTICLE 6. Whether the Intellectual Soul 
+ United to the Body Through the 
Wedium of Accidental Dispositions? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual soul is united 
to the body through the medium of accidental 
dispositions. 

Objection 1. For every form exists in its 
proper, disposed matter. But dispositions to a 
form are accidents. Therefore we must presup- 
pose accidents to be in matter before the sub- 
stantial form; and therefore before the soul, 
since the soul is a substantial form. 

Obj, 2. Further, various forms of one species 
require various parts of matter. But various 
parts of matter are unintelligible without divi- 
sion in measurable quantities. Therefore we 
must suppose dimensions in matter before the 
substantial forms, which are many belonging to 
one species. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is spiritual is connected 
with what is corporeal by virtual contact. But 
the virtue of the soul is its power. Therefore it 
seems that the soul is united to the body by 
means of a power, which is an accident. 

On the contrary, “Accident is posterior to 
substance, both in the order of time and in the 
order of reason,” as the Philosopher says.! 
Therefore it is unintelligible that any acciden- 
tal form exist in matter before the soul, which is 
the substantial form. 

I answer that, If the soul were united to the 
body merely as a mover, there would be nothing 
to prevent the existence of certain dispositions 
mediating between the soul and the body; on the 
contrary. they would be necessary, for on the 
part of the soul would be required the power to 
move the body, and on the part of the body, a 
certain aptitude to he moved by the soul. 

If, however, the intellectual soul is united to 
the body as the substantial form, as we have al- 
ready said above (A. 1), it is impossible for any 
accidental disposition to come between the body 
and the soul, or between any substantial form 
whatever and its matter The reason is because 
since matter is in potentiality to all acts in a cer- 
tain order, what is absolutely first among the 
acts must be understood as being first in matter. 
Now the first among all acts is being. Therefore, 
it is impossible for matter to be apprehended as 
hot, or as having quantity, before it is actual. 
_ 1 Metaphysics, vil,  (1028*32). 
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But matter has actual being by the substantial 
form, which makes it to exist absolutely, as we 
have said above (A. 4). Therefore it is impossi- 
ble for any accidental dispositions to pre-exist 
in matter before the substantial form, and con- 
sequently before the soul. 

Reply Obj. 1. AS appears from what has been 
already said (A. 4), the more perfect form vir- 
tually contains whatever belongs to the inferior 
forms; therefore while remaining one and the 
same, it perfects matter according to the vari- 
ous degrees of perfection. For the same essential 
form makes man an actual being, a body, a liv- 
ing being, an animal, and a man. Now it is clear 
that to every genus follow its proper accidents. 
Thercfore as matter is first understood as per- 
fected in its being before it is understood as cor- 
poreal, and so on, so those accidents which are 
proper to being are understood before corpo- 
reity; and thus dispositions are understood in 
matter before the form, not as regards all its 
effects, but as regards the subsequent effect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Dimensions of quantity are ac- 
cidents following on corporeity, which pertains 
to the whole of matter. Therefore matter, once 
understood as corporcal and measurable, can be 
understood as distinct in its various parts, and 
as receptive of different forms according to the 
further degrees of perfection. For although it is 
essentially the same form which gives matter 
the various degrees of perfection. as we have 
said (Ans. 1), yet it differs according to the con- 
sideration of reason. 

Reply Obj 3 A spiritual substance which is 
united to a body as its mover only is united to it 
by power or virtue. But the mtellectual soul is 
united by its very being to the body as a form; 
and yet it guides and moves the body by its 
power and virtue. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Soul Is United 
to the Animal Body By Mean: of a Body? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: Tt 
seems that the soul is united to the animal body 
by means of a body. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
vii, 19),” that “the soul administers the body by 
light,” that is, by fire, ‘and by air, which are 
most akin to a spirit.” But fire and air are 
bodies. Therefore the soul 1s united to the hu- 
man body by means of a body. 

Obj. 2. Further a link between two things 
seems to be that thing the removal of which de- 
troys their union. But when breathing ceases, 
the soul is separated from the body. Therefore 

2PL 34, 364. 
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the breath, which is a subtle body, is the means 
of union between soul and body. 

Obj. 3. Further, things which are very distant 
from one another are not united except by some- 
thing between them. But the intellectual soul is 
distant from the body, both because it is incor- 
poreal, and because it is incorruptible. There- 
fore it seems to be united to the body by means 
of an incorruptible body, and such would be 
some heavenly light, which would harmonize 
the clements, and unite them together. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says:! “We 
need not ask if the soul and body are one, as 
neither do we ask 1f wax and its shape are one.” 
But the shape is united to the wax without a 
body intervening. Therefore also the soul is thus 
united to the body. 

I answer that, If the soul, according to the 
Platonists,? were united to the hody. merely as 
a mover, it would be right to say that some 
other bodies must intervene between the soul 
and body of man. or any animal whatever: for 
a mover appropriately moves what is distant 
from it by means of something nearer. 

Tf. however, the soul is united to the body as 
its form, as we have said above (A. 1), it is im- 
possible for it to be united by means of another 
body. The reason of this is that a thing is one 
according as it is a being. Now the form. through 
itself, makes a thing to be actual since tt is itself 
essentially an act: nor does it give being by 
means of something else Therefore the unity 
of a thing composed of matter and form, is 
through the form itself, which by reason of its 
very nature is united to matter as its act. Nor 
is there any other cause of union except the 
agent. which causes multer to be in act, as the 
Philosopher says # 

From this it is clear how false are the opinions 
of those who maintained the existence of some 
mediate bodies between the soul and body of 
man. Of these certain Platonists said! that the 
intellectual soul has an incorruptible body nat- 
urally united to it, from which it is never sep- 
arated, and by means of which it is united to the 
corruptible body of man. Others said that the 
soul is united to the body by means of a corpo- 
real spirit. Others said it is united to the body 

1 Soul, 11, 1 (4126). 2 See above, A. 1. 

3 Metaphysics, Vu, 6 (1045"21). 

4Seeq. 14, A. 1, Ans. 1 Cf, Bueumker, [itelo (p. 452). 

'Ps Augustine (Alcher of Cluirvaux), De Spir. ef An, 
XIV (PL 40, 789); Costa-Ben-Luca, De Differ. Spir et An., 
chap 4 (BII 138); cf. Avicebron, ‘ons Vitue, 1, 2 (BK 
75,24), V, 1§ (BK 284,24); Domnuc Gundissalinus, De 
An, x (MK 97,35); Hugh of St. Victor, De Unione Corp. 
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by means of light,’ which, they say, is a body 
and of the nature of the fifth essence;” so that 
the vegetative soul would be united to the body 
by means of the light of the sidereal heaven, 
the sensible soul by means of the light of the 
crystal heaven, and the intellectual soul by 
means of the light of the empyrean heaven. Now 
all this is fictitious and ridiculous, because light 
is not a body and because the fifth essence does 
not enter materially into the composition of a 
mixed body (since it is unchangeable), but only 
virtually, and lastly, because the soul is imme- 
diately united to the body as the form to matter, 

Reply Obj, 1. Augustine speaks there of the 
soul as it moves the body; hence he uses the 
word “administration.” It is true that it moves 
the grosser parts of the body by the more subtle 
parts. And the first instrument of-the moving 
power is the breath, as the Philosopher says.® 

Reply Obj. 2. The union of soul and body 
ceases at the cessation of breath, not because this 
is the means of union, but because of the re- 
moval of that disposition by which the body is 
disposed for such a union. Nevertheless the 
breath is a means of moving, as the first instru- 
ment of motion. 

Reply Obj. 3. The soul is indeed very distant 
from the body if we consider the condition of 
each separately, so that if each had a separate 
existence, many media would have to intervene. 
But since the soul is the form of the body, it has 
not a being apart from heing the being of the 
body, but by its own being is united to the hody 
immediately This is the case with every form 
which, if considered as an act, is very distant 
from matter, which is a being only in potency. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Whole Soul Is in 
Each Part of the Body? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that the whole soul is not in each 
part of the body. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says in the 
Motion of Animals:® “Tt is not necessary for 
the soul to be in each part of the body; it suf- 
fices that it be in some principle of the body 
causing the other parts to live, for each part 
has a natural movement of its own.” 

6 Bonaventure, In Sent., 1, d. x11 (QR 15, 310); d. xu, 
A. 2,9. 2,ad 5 (QR 1, 321); d. xvi, A. 2,Q 2(QRI, 421), 
Cf also Augustine, Gen. ad li t., vu, 19 (PL 34, 364); 
Avicenna, De An.,1v, § (2ira). 

7 Anonymous writers quoted by Alexander of Hales, 
Summa Theeol., 1-1, n. 200 (QR 1, 327); cf. Bonaventure, 
In Sent. 1, d. xv, A. 2, Q. 2 (QR MW, 422); Bacumker, 
Witelo(p. 455). 

8 Motion of Animals, 10 (703"Q). 

9 [bid. (703"34). 


$98 

‘Obj, 2. Further, the soul is in the body of 
which it is the act. But it is the act of an organic 
body. Therefore it exists only in an organic 
body. But each part of the human body is not 
an organic body. Therefore the whole soul is not 
in each part. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that 
the relation of a part of the soul to a part of 
the body, such as the sight to the pupil of the 
eye, is the same as the relation of the soul to the 
whole body of an animal. If, therefore, the whole 
soul is in each part of the body, it follows that 
each part of the body is an animal. 

Obj. 4. Further, all the powers of the soul are 
rooted in the essence of the soul. If, therefore, 
the whole soul be in each part of the body, it 
follows that all the powers of the soul are in 
each part of the body; thus the sight will be in 
the ear, and hearing in the eye, and this is 
absurd. 

Obj. 5. Further, if the whole soul is in each 
part of the body, each part of the body is im- 
mediately dependent on the soul. Thus onc part 
would not depend on another, nor would one 
part be nobler than another, which is clearly 
untrue. Therefore the soul is not in each part 
of the body. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 
6), that “in each body the whole soul is in the 
whole body, and in each part Js entire.” 

I answer that, As we have said, (AA. 6, 7) if 
the soul were united to the body merely as its 
mover, we might say that it is not in each part 
of the body, but only in one part through which 
it would move the others. But since the soul is 
united to the body as its form, it must neces- 
sarily be in the whole body, and in each of its 
parts. For it is not an accidental form, but the 
substantial form of the body. Now the sub- 
stantial form perfects not only the whole, 
but each part of the whole. For since a whole 
consists of parts, a form of the whole which 
does not give being to each of the parts of the 
body is a form consisting in composition and 
order, such as the form of a house; and such a 
form is accidental. But the soul is a substantial 
form, and therefore it must be the form and the 
act not only of the whole, but also of each part. 
Therefore, on the withdrawal of the soul, just 
as we do not speak of an animal or « man unless 
equivocally (as we speak of a painted animal or 
a stone animal), so is it with the hand, the eye, 
the flesh and bones, as the Philosopher says.? 
A proof of this is that on the withdrawal of the 


1 Soul, u, 1 (41217). * PL 42, 929. 
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soul no part of the body retains its proper ac- 
tion, although that which: retains its species, 
retains the action of the species. But act is in 
that of which it is the act; therefore the soul 
must be in the whole body, and in each of its 
parts. | 

That it is entire in each of its parts may be 
concluded from this, that since a whole is that 
which is divided into parts, there are three kinds 
of totality, corresponding to three kinds of divi- 
sion. There is a whole which is divided into parts 
of quantity, as a whole line, or a whole body. 
There is also a whole which is divided into log- 
ical and essential parts, as a thing defined is 
divided into the parts of a definition, and a com- 
posite into matter and form. There is, further, 
a third kind of whole which is of power divided 
into virtual parts. 

The first kind of totality does not apply to 
forms, except perhaps accidentally, and then 
only to those forms which have an indifferent 
relationship to a quantitative whole. and its 
parts; as whiteness, as far as its essence is con- 
cerned, is equally disposed io be in the whole 
surface, and in each part of the surface, and, 
therefore, the surface being divided, the white- 
ness is accidentally divided. But a form which 
requires diversity in the parts. such as a soul, 
and specially the soul of perfect animals. is not 
equally related to the whole and the parts; 
hence it is not divided accidentally when the 
whole is divided So therefore quantitative 
totality cannot be attributed to the soul, cither 
essentially or accidentally. But the second kind 
of totality. which depends on logical and essen- 
tial perfection, properly and essentially belongs 
to forms; and likewise the totality of power, 
becduse a form is the principle of operation. 

Therefore if it be asked whether the whole 
whiteness is in the whole surface and in each 
of its parts, it is necessary to distinguish. If we 
mean quantitative totality which whiteness has 
accidentally, then the whole whiteness is not in 
each part of the surface. The same is to he said 
of totality of power, since the whiteness which 
is in the whole surface moves the sight more 
than the whiteness which is in a small part 
thereof. But if we mean totality of species and 
essence, then the whole whiteness is in each part 
of a surface. 

Since, however, the soul has not quantitative 
totality, neither essentially, nor accidentally, as 
we have seen, it is enough to say that the whole 
soul is in each part of the body, by totality of 
perfection and of essence, but not by totality of 
power. For it is not in each part of the body, 
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with regard to each of its powers; but with re- 
gard to sight, it is in the eye, and with regard 
to hearing, it is in the ear, and so forth. We 
must observe, however, that since the soul re- 
quires diversity of parts, its relation to the 
whole is not the same as its relation to the 
parts; for to the whole it is compared primarily 
and essentially, as to its proper and propor- 
tionate perfectible. but to the parts, secondarily, 
in so far as they are ordered to the whole. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking 
there of the moving power of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. The soul is the act of an organic 
body, as of its primary and proportionate per- 
fectible. 

Reply Obj. 3. An animal ts that which is com- 
posed of a soul and a whole body, which is the 
soul’s primary and proportionate perfectible. 
Thus the soul is not ina part. Hence it does not 
follow that a part of an animal is an animal. 

Reply Obj. 4. Some of the powers of the soul 
are in it according as it exceeds the entire 
capacity of the body, namely, the intellect and 
the will; and so these powers are not said to be 
in any part of the body. Other powers are com- 
mon to the suul and body. Therefore cach of 
these powers need not be wherever the soul is, 
but only in that part of the body which is pro- 
portioned to the operation of such a power. 

Reply Obj. 5. One part of the body is said 
to be nobler than another on account of the 
various powers, of which the parts of the body 
dre the organs. For that part which is the organ 
of a nobler power is a nobler part of the body. 
as also is that part which serves the same power 
ina nobler manner. 


QUESTION LAXVII 
OF THE TILINGS WIICIL BELONG TO THE 
POWERS OF THE SOUL IN GENERAL 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE procecd to consider thoxe things which be- 
long to the powers of the soul; first, in general, 
secondly, in particular (g. LXxvitr). Under the 
first head there are eight points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether the essence of the soul is its power? 
(2) Whether there is one power of the soul. or 
several? (3) How the powers of the soul are 
distinguished from one another? (4) Of the 
order of the powers, one to another. (5) Whether 
the powers of the soul are in it as in their sub- 
ject? (6) Whether the powers flow from the 
essence of the soul? (7) Whether one power 
rises from another? (8) Whether all the powers 
of the soul remain in the soul after death? 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether the Essence of the Soul Is 
Its Power? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the essence of the soul is its power. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 
4),! that “mind, knowledge, and love are in the 
soul substantially, or, which is the same thing, 
essentially”; and (ibid. x, 11),? that “memory, 
understanding, and will are one life, one mind, 
one essence.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the soul is nobler than pri- 
mary matter. But primary matter Is its own 
potency. Much more therefore is the soul its 
own power. 

Obj. 3. Further, the substantial form is 
simpler than the accidental form, a sign of which 
is that the substantial form is not intensified or 
relaxed, but is indivisible. But the accidental 
form is its own power. Much more therefore is 
that substantial form which is the soul. 

Obj. 4. Further, we sense by the sensitive 
power and we understand by the intellectual 
power. But “that by which we first sense and 
understand is the soul,” according to the Philos- 
opher.® Therefore the soul is its own power. 

Obj. 5. Further. whatever does not belong to 
the essence is an accident. Therefore if the 
power of the soul is something else beside its 
essence, it 18 an accident. which is contrary to 
Augustine, who says that the foregoing (see 
obj. 1) “are not in the soul as in a subject. as 
colour or shape, or any other quality, or quan- 
tity, are in a bodv; for whatever is so, does not 
exceed the subject in which it is, whereas the 
mind can love and know other things” (De 
Trin. ix, 4).4 

Obj. 6. Further, a simple form cannot be a 
subject.> But the soul is a simple form, since it 
is not composed of matter and form, as we have 
said above (Q. LXxv, 4. 5). Therefore the power 
of the soul cannot be in it as in a subject. 

Obj. 7. Further, an accident is not the prin- 
ciple of a substantial difference. But sensitive 
and rational are substantial dilterences, and 
they are taken from sense and reason, which 
are powers of the soul. Therefore the powers 
of the soul are not accidents. And so it would 
seem that the power of the soul is its own 
essence. 

On the contrary, Dionysius (Cel. Hier. xi)® 
says that “heavenly spirits are divided into es- 
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sence, power, and operation.” Much more, then, 
in the soul is the essence distinct from the virtue 
or power. 

T answer that, It is impossible to admit that 
the power of the soul is its essence, although 
some have maintained it.! For the present pur- 
pose this may be proved in two ways. First, be- 
cause, since power and act divide being and 
every kind of being, we must refer a power and 
its act to the same genus. Therefore, if the act 
be not in the genus of substance, the power di- 
rected to that act cannot be in the genus of sub- 
stance. Now the operation of the soul is not in 
the genus of substance; for this belongs to God 
alone, whose operation is His own substance. 
Therefore the Divine power which is the prin- 
ciple of His operation is thé Divine Essence it- 
self. This cannot be true either of the soul, or 
of any creature, as we have said above when 
speaking of the angels (Q. Liv, A. 3). Secondly, 
this may be also shown to be impossible in the 
soul. For the soul by its very essence Is an act. 
Therefore if the very essence of the soul were 
the immediate principle of operation, whatever 
has a soul would always have actual vital ac- 
tions, as that which has a soul is always an ac- 
tually living thing. For as a form the soul is 
not an act ordered to a further act, but the ul- 
timate term of generation. Hence, for it to be in 
potency to another act does not belong to it 
according to its essence. as a form, but accord- 
ing to its power So the soul itself, as the subject 
of its power, is called the first act, with a further 
relation to the second act.? Now we observe that 
what has a soul is not always actual with respect 
to its vital operations; hence also it is said in 
the definition of the soul that it is “the act of 
a body having life potentially; which potency, 
however, does not exclude the soul.”® Therefore 
it follows that the essence of the soul is not its 
power. For nothing is in potency by reason of an 
act, as act. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of the 
mind as it knows and loves itself. Thus knowl- 
edge and love as referred to the soul as known 
and loved are substantially or essentially in the 
soul, for the very substance or essence of the 
soul is known and loved In the same way are 
we to understand what he says in the other pas- 
sage, that those things are ‘‘one life one mind, 
one essence.” Or, as some say.’ this passage is 

1Wm. of Paris, De An., chap. 3, pt. 1V (11, 89) (cf. Gil- 
son, AHDLM, 1026, p. 53). Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 1, 
d. 11, chap. 2 (QR 1, 35). Cf. Lottin, Mél. de Wulf (pp. 
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true in the sense in which the whole of power 
is predicated of its parts, being midway between 
the universal whole and the integral whole. For 
the universal whole is in each part according to 
its entire essence and power, as animal in a man 
and in a horse, and therefore it is properly pred- 
icated of each part. But the integral whole is 
not in each part, neither according to its whole 
essence, nor according to its whole power. There- 
fore in no way can it be predicated of each part; 
yet in a way it is predicated, though improperly, 
of all the parts together, as if we were to say 
that the wall, roof, and foundations are a house. 
But the whole of power is in each part accord- 
ing to its whole essence, not, however. according 
to its whole power. Therefore in a way it can be 
predicated of each part, but not so properly as 
the universal whole. In this sense Augustine 
says that the memory, understanding, and will 
are the one essence of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. The act to which primary 
matter is in potency is the substantial form. 
Therefore the potency of matter is nothing else 
but its essence. 

Reply Obj. 3. Action belongs to the composite. 
as does being: for to act belongs to what exists. 
Now the composite has substantial being through 
the substantial form, and it operates by the 
power which results from the substantial form 
Hence an active accidental form is to the sub- 
stantial form of the agent (for instance, heat 
compared to the form of fire) as the power of 
the soul is to the soul. 

Reply Obj 4 That the accidental form is a 
principle of action is due to the substantial 
form. Therefore the substantial form is the first 
principle of action, but not the proximate prin- 
ciple. In this sense the Philosopher says that 
“the soul is that whereby we understand and 
sense.” 

Reply Obj. 5 If we take accident as meaning 
what is divided against sub: ‘ance, then there 
can be no medium between substance and acci- 
dent; because they are divided by affirmation 
and negation, that is, according to being in a 
subjec:, and non-being in a subject. In this 
sense, as the power of the soul is not its essence, 
it must be an accident; and it belongs to the 
second species of accident, that of quality. But 
if we take accident as one of the five universals, 
in this sense there is a medium between sub- 
stance and accident. For to substance pertains 
all that belongs to the essence of a thing; but 
whatever is beyond the essence of a thing can- 

‘Albert the Great, In Sent., 1, d. ul, A. 34 (BO xxv, 
140). 
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not be called accident in this sense, but only 
what is not caused by the essential principle of 
the species. For a property does not belong to 
the essence of a thing, but is caused by the es- 
sential principles of the species; hence it is a 
medium between the essence and accident as we 
have said. In this sense the powers of the soul 
may be said to be a medium between substance 
and accident, as being natural properties of the 
soul. When Augustine says that knowledge and 
love are not in the soul as accidents in a subject, 
this must be understood in the sense given 
above (Ans. 1). in so far as they are compared 
to the soul not as loving and knowing, but as 
loved and known. His argument applies in this 
sense; for if love were in the soul loved as in a 
subject, it would follow that an accident tran- 
scends its subject, since even other things are 
loved through the soul. 

Reply Obj. 6. Although the soul is not com- 
posed of matter and form, yet it has an admix- 
ture of potentiality, as we have said above (a. 
LXXV, A. 5, Ans. 4), and for this reason it can 
be the subject of an accident. The statement 
quoted is verified in God, Who is the Pure Act. 
in treating of which subject Boéthius employs 
that phrase. 

Reply Obj. 7. Rational and sensitive, as dif- 
ferences, are not taken from the powers of sense 
and reason, but from the sensitive and rational 
soul itself. But because substantial forms, which 
in themselves are unknown to us, are known by 
their accidents, nothing prevents us from some- 
times substituting accidents for substantia] dif- 
ferences. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Are Several 
Powers of the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there are not several powers 
of the soul. 

Objection 1. For the intellectual soul ap- 
proaches nearest to the likeness of God. But in 
God there is one simple power; and therefore 
ilso in the intellectual soul. 

Obj 2. Further. the higher a power is, the 
more unified it is. But the intellectual soul ex- 
cels all other forms in power. Therefore above 
all others it has one virtue or power. 

Obj. 3. Further, to operate belongs to what 
is in act. But by the one essence of the soul, man 
has being in the different degrees of perfection, 
as we have seen above (Q. LXXVI, AA. 3, 4). 
Therefore by the one power of the soul he 
performs different operations of various de- 
grees. 
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On the contrary, The Philosopher places sev- 
eral powers in the soul.! 

I answer that, Of necessity we must place sev- 
eral powers in the soul. To make this evident, 
we observe that, as the Philosopher says,” the 
lowest order of things cannot acquire perfect 
goodness, but they acquire a certain imperfect 
goodness by a few movements. And those which 
belong to a higher order acquire perfect good- 
ness by many movements. Those yet higher ac- 
quire perfect goodness by few movements, and 
the highest perfection is found in those things 
which acquire perfect goodness without any 
movement whatever. Thus he is least of all dis- 
posed to health who can only acquire imperfect 
health by means of a few remedies. Better dis- 
posed is he who can acquire perfect health by 
means of many remedies, and better still, he 
who can by few remedies. Best of all is he who 
has perfect health without any remedies. We 
conclude, therefore, that things which are below 
man acquire a certain limited goodness, and so 
they have a few determinate operations and 
powers. But man can acquire universal and per- 
fect goodness because he can acquire Happi- 
ness. Yet he is in the last degree, according to 
his nature, of those to whom Happiness is pos- 
sible. Therefore the human soul requires many 
and various operations and powers But to angels 
a smaller variety of powers is sufficient. In God 
there is no power or action beyond His own Es- 
sence. 

There is yet another reason why the human 
soul abounds in a variety of powers: because it 
is on the confines of spiritual and corporeal 
creatures, and therefore the powers of both 
meet together in the soul. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intellectual soul approaches 
to the Divine likeness more than inferior crea- 
tures in being able to acquire perfect goodness, 
although by many and various means; and in 
this it falls short of more perfect creatures. 

Reply Obj. 2. A unified power is superior if it 
extends to equal things, but a multiform power 
is superior to it, if it is over many things 

Reply Obj. 3 Qne thing has one substantial 
being but may have several operations, So there 
is one essence of the soul, with several powers. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Powers Are Distin- 
guished by Their Acts and Objects? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the powers of the soul are not 
distinguished by acts and objects. 


1 Soul, 11, 3 (414%31). 
2 Heavens, 11, 12 (292%22). 
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Objection 1. For nothing is determined to its 
species by what is subsequent and extrinsic to 
it. But the act is subsequent to the power, and 
the object is extrinsic to it. Therefore the soul’s 
powers are not specifically distinct by acts and 
objects. 

Obj. 2. Further, contraries are what differ 
most from each other. Therefore if the powers 
are distinguished by their objects, it follows 
that the same power could not have contrary 
objects. This is clearly false in almost all the 
powers; for the power of vision extends to 
white and black, and the power of taste to sweet 
and bitter. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the cause be removed, the 
effect is removed. Hence if the difference of 
powers came from the difference of objects, the 
same object would not come under different 
powers. This is clearly false, for the same thing 
is known by the knowing power, and desired by 
the appetitive power. 

Obj. 4. Further, that which of itself is the 
cause of anything, is its cause in every case. But 
various objects which belong to various powers 
belong also to some one power; as sound and 
colour belong to sight and hearing, which are 
different powers, yet come under the one power 
of common sense. Therefore the powers are not 
distinguished according to the difference of 
their objects. 

On the contrary, Things that are subsequent 
are distinguished by what precedes. But the 
Philosopher says! that “acts and operations pre- 
cede the powers according to the reason; and 
these again are preceded by their opposites,” 
that is their objects. Therefore the powers are 
distinguished according to their acts and ob- 
jects. 

I answer that, A power as such is ordered to 
an act. Therefore we seek to know the nature 
of a power from the act to which it is ordered, 
and consequently the nature of a power is diver- 
sified, as the nature of the act is diversified. 
Now the nature of an act is diversified accord- 
ing to the various natures of the objects. For 
every act is either of an active power or of a 
passive power. Now, the object is to the act of a 
passive power as the principle and moving 
cause; for colour is the principle of vision, in 
so far as it moves the sight. On the other hand, 
to the act of an active power the object is a 
term and end; as the object of the power of 
growth is perfect quantity, which is the end of 
growth. Now, from these two things an act re- 
ceives its species, namely, from its principle, or 

1 Soul, m1, 4 (415%18). 
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from its end or term; for the act of heating 
differs from the act of cooling in this, that the 
former proceeds from something hot, which is 
the active principle, to heat; the latter from 
something cold, which is the active principle, to 
cold. Therefore the powers are of necessity dis- 
tinguished by their acts and objects. 

Nevertheless, we must observe that things 
which are accidental do not change the species. 
For since to be coloured is accidental to an 
animal, its species is not changed by a difference 
of colour, but by a difference in that which be- 
longs to the nature of an animal, that is to say, 
by a difference in the sensitive soul, which is 
sometimes rational, and sometimes otherwise. 
Hence rational and irrational are differences 
dividing animal, constituting its various species. 
In like manner, therefore, not any variety of 
objects diversifies the powers of the soul, but 
a difference in that to which the power of its 
very nature is directed. Thus the senses of 
their very nature are directed to the passive 
quality which of itself is divided into colour, 
sound, and the like, and therefore there is one 
sensitive power with regard to colour, namely, 
sight, and another with regard to sound, 
namely, hearing. But it 1s accidental to a pas- 
sive quality, for instance, to something coloured, 
to be a musician or a grammarian, great or small, 
a man or a stone. Therefore by reason of such 
differences the powers of the soul are not dis- 
tinguished. 

Reply Obj. 1. Act, though subsequent in being 
to power, is, nevertheless, prior to it in inten- 
tion and logically; as the end is with regard to 
the agent. And the object, although extrinsic, 
is. nevertheless, the principle or end of the ac- 
tioh; and those things which are intrinsic to a 
thing are proportionate to its principle and end. 

Reply Obj. 2. If any power were to have one 
of two contraries as such for its object, the 
other contrary would belong to another power. 
But the power of the soul does not regard the 
nature of the contrary as such, but rather the 
common aspect of both contraries; as sight does 
not regard the aspect of white, but of colour. 
This is because one of two contraries in a 
manner includes the notion of the other, since 
they are to one another as perfect and imper- 
fect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nothing prevents things which 
are the same in subject from being considered 
under different aspects; therefore they can per- 
tain to various powers of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 4. The higher power of itself re- 
gards a more universal aspect of the object than 
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the lower power, because the higher a power is, 
to a greater number of things does it extend. 
Therefore many things are combined in the one 
aspect of the object, which the higher power 
considers of itself, while they differ in the as- 
pects regarded by the lower powers of them- 
selves. Thus it 1s that various objects pertain 
to various lower powers, which objects, how- 
ever, are subject to one higher power. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Among the Powers of the 
Soul There Is Order? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is no order among the 
powers of the soul. 

Objection 1. For in those things which come 
under one division there is no before and after, 
but all are naturally simultaneous. But the 
powers of the soul are contradistinguished from 
one another. Therefore there is no order among 
them. 

Obj. 2. Further, the powers of the soul are 
referred to their objects and to the soul itself. 
On the part of the soul, there is not order among 
them, because the soul is one. In like manner 
the objects are various and dissimilar, as colour 
and sound. Therefore there is no order among 
the powers of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further. where there is order among 
powers, we find that the operation of one de- 
pends on the operation of another. But the act 
of one power of the soul does not depend on 
that of another; for sight can act independently 
of hearing. and conversely. Therefore there is 
no order among the powers of the soul 

On the contrary, The Philosopher! compares 
the parts or powers of the soul to figures But 
figures have an order among themselves There- 
fore also the powers of the soul have order 

T answer that, Since the soul is one. and the 
powers are many, and since a number of things 
that proceed from one must proceed in a certain 
order, there must be some order among the 
powers of the soul. 

Accordingly we may observe a_ threefold 
order among them, two of which correspond 
to the dependence of one power on another. 
while the third is taken from the order of the 
objects. Now the dependence of one power on 
another can be taken in two ways: according 
to the order of nature, since perfect things are 
by their nature prior to imperfect things; and 
according to the order of generation and time, 
according as from being imperfect, a thing 
comes (o be perfect. Thus, according to the first 

1 Tbid., u, 3 (41420). 
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kind of order among the powers, the intellectual 
powers are prior to thé sensitive powers; hence 
they direct them and command them, Likewise 
the sensitive powers are prior in this order to 
the powers of the nutritive soul. 

In the second kind of order, it is the other 
way about. For the powers of the nutritive soul 
are prior by way of generation to the powers 
of the sensitive soul, for which, therefore, they 
prepare the body. The same is to be said of the 
sensitive powers with regard to the intellectual. 
But in the third kind of order, certain sensitive 
powers are ordered among themselves, namely, 
sight, hearing, and smelling. For the visible 
naturally comes first. since it is common to 
higher and lower bodies. But sound is audible 
in the air. which is naturally prior to the 
mingling of elements, of which smell is the re- 
sult. 

Reply Obj. 1. The species of a given genus 
are to one another as before and after, like num- 
bers and figures, if considered in their being; 
although they may be said to be simultaneous 
according as they receive the predication of the 
common genus. 

Reply Obj. 2. This order among the powers of 
the soul is both on the part of the soul (which, 
though it be one according to its essence, has a 
certain relation to various acts in a certain 
order) and on the part of the objects. and 
furthermore on the part of the acts, as we have 
said above. 

Reply Ol} 3 This argument is verified as re- 
gards those powers among which order of the 
third kind exists. Those powers among which 
the two other kinds of order exist are such that 
the action of one depends on another. 


ArTICLE 5. Whether All the Powers of the 
Soul Are in the Soul As Their Subject? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It would 
seem that all the powers of the soul are in the 
soul as their subject. 

Objection 1. For as the powers of the body. 
are to the body, so are the powers of the soul 
to the soul But the body is the subject of the 
corporeal powers. Therefore the soul is the sub- 
ject of the powers of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, the operations of the powers 
of the soul are attributed to the body hy reason 
of the soul, because, as the Philosopher says,* 
“The soul is that by which we sense and under- 
stand primarily.” But the first principles of the 
operations of the soul are the powers. Therefore 
the powers are primarily in the soul. 

2 Tbid., 11, 2 (41412). 
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Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
xii, 7, 24)' that the soul senses certain things, 
not through the body,—in fact, without the 
body, as fear and the like, and some things 
through the body. But if the sensitive powers 
were not in the soul alone as in their subject, the 
soul could not sense anything without the body. 
Therefore the soul is the subject of the sensi- 
tive powers; and for a similar reason, of all 
the other powers. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
‘to sense belongs neither to the soul, nor to the 
body, but to the composite.” Therefore the sen- 
sitive power is in the composite as its subject. 
Therefore the soul alone is not the subject of 
all the powers. 

I answer that, The subject of operative power 
is that which is able to operate, for every acci- 
dent denominates its proper subject. Now that 
which is able to operate. and that which does 
operate is the same. Therefore the subject of 
power is of necessity the subject of operation, 
as again the Philosopher says in the beginning 
of the treatise on Sleep. Now, it is clear from 
what we have said above (Q LXxXV, AA. 2, 3; 
Q. LXXVI, A. I, Ans. 1), that some operations of 
the soul are performed without a corporeal or- 
gan, as to understand and to will. Hence the 
powers of these operations are in the soul as 
their subject. But some operations of the soul 
are performed by means of corporeal organs; as 
sight hy the eye. and hearing by the ear. And 
so it is with all the other operations of the nutri- 
tive and sensitive parts. Therefore the powers 
which are the principles of these operations 
have their subject in the composite, and not 
in the soul alone. 

Reply Obj. 1 All the powers are said to be- 
long to the soul, not as their subject, bul as their 
principle, because it 1s by the soul that the com- 
posite has the power to perform such opera- 
tions. 

Reply Obj. 2. All such powers are primarily 
in the soul, as compared to the composite; not 
as in their subject. but as in their principle. 

Reply Obj. 3 Plato’s opinion’ was that sensa- 
tion is an operation proper to the soul, just as 
understanding is. Now in many things relating 
to philosophy Augustine makes use of the opin- 
ions of Plato, not asserting them as true, but 
relating them. However, as far as :he present 
question is concerned, when it is said that the 
soul senses some things with the body and some 
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without the body, this can be taken in two ways, 
Firstly, the words ‘‘with the body or without the 
body” may determine the act of sensing accord- 
ing as it proceeds from the one sensing. Thus 
the soul senses nothing without the body, be- 
cause the act of sensing cannot proceed from 
the soul except by a corporeal organ. Secondly, 
they may be understood as determining the act 
of sensing on the part of the object sensed. Thus 
the soul senses some things with the body, that 
is, things existing in the body. as when it feels 
a wound or something of that sort; while it 
senses some things without the body, that is, 
which do not exist in the body, but only in the 
apprehension of the soul, as when it feels sad 
or joyful on hearing something. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Powers of the 
Soul Flow from Its Essence? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the powers of the soul do not 
flow from its essence. 

Objection 1. For different things do not pro- 
ceed from one simple thing. But the essence of 
the soul is one and simple. Since, therefore, the 
powers of the soul arc many and various, they 
cannot proceed from its essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, that from which a thing pro- 
ceeds is its cause. But the essence of the soul 
cannot be said to be the cause of the powers, as 
is clear if one considers the different kinds of 
causes. Therefore the powers of the soul do not 
flow from its essence. 

Obj 3. Further, emanation involves some sort 
of movement. But nothing is moved by itself, as 
the Philosopher proves ;* except, perhaps, by rea- 
son of a part of itself, as an animal is said to be 
moved by itself because one of its parts moves 
and another is moved Neither is the soul moved, 
as the Philosopher proves.’® Therefore the soul 
docs not produce its powers within itself 

On the contrary, The pow:ts of the soul are 
its natural properties. But the subject is the 
cause of its proper accidents; hence also “‘it is 
included in the definition of accident,” as is 
clear from the Afetaphysics.6 Therefore the 
powers of the soul proceed from its essence as 
their cause. 

7 answer that, The substantial and the acci- 
dental form partly agree and partly differ. They 
agree in this, that each is an act, and that by 
each of them something is in some way in act. 
They differ, however, in two respects. First, 
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because the substantial form makes a thing to 
be absolutely, and its subject is a being in po- 
tency only. But the accidental form does not 
make a thing to be absolutely, but to be such, 
or so great, or In some particular condition; for 
its subject is a being in act. Hence it is clear that 
actuality is found in the substantial form prior 
to its being found in the subject; and since that 
which is first in a genus is the cause in that 
genus, the substantial form causes being in act 
in its subject. On the other hand, actuality is 
found in the subject of the accidental form prior 
to its being found in the accidental form; hence 
the actuality of the accidental form is caused by 
the actuality of the subject. So the subject, ac- 
cording as it is in potency, is receptive of the 
accidental form, but according as it is in act, it 
produces it. This I say of the proper and per se 
accident; for with regard to the extraneous ac- 
cident. the subject is receptive only, the acci- 
dent being caused by an extrinsic agent. Sec- 
ondly, substantial and accidental forms differ 
because, since that which is the less principal is 
for the sake of that which is the more principal, 
matter therefore is on account of the substan- 
tial form; while on the contrary, the accidental 
form exists on account of the completeness of 
the subject. 

Now it is clear, from what has been said (A. 
5), that either the subject of the soul’s powers is 
the soul itself alone, which can be the subject of 
an accident, according as it has something of 
potentiality, as we have said above (a. 1, Ans 
6: 0. LXXv, A 5. Ans. 4), or else this subject is 
the composite. Now the composite is in act 
through the soul Hence it is clear that all the 
powers of the soul, whether their subject be the 
soul alone, or the composite. flow from the es- 
sence of the soul. as from their principle; be- 
cause it has already been said that the accident 
is caused by the subject according as it 1s in act, 
and is received into it according as it is in po- 
tency 

Reply Obj. 1. From one simple thing many 
things may proceed naturally in a certain order; 
or again if there be diversity of recipients. Thus, 
from the one essence of the soul many and vari- 
ous powers proceed, both because order exists 
among these powers, and also by reason of the 
diversity of the corporeal organs. 

Reply Obj. 2. The subject is both the final 
cause, and in a way the active cause, of its 
proper accident. It is also as it were the material 
cause, in so far as it is receptive of the accident. 
From this we may gather that the essence of the 
soul is the cause of all its powers, as their end, 
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and as their active principle; and of some as 
receptive of them. 

Reply Obj. 3. The emanation of proper acci- 
dents from their subject is not by way of 
change, but by a certain natural consequence; 
thus one thing results naturally from another, 
as colour from light. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether One Power of the Soul 
Arises From Another? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that one power of the soul does not 
arise from another. 

Objection 1. For if several things begin to be 
together, one of them does not arise from an- 
other. But all the powers of the soul are created 
at the same time with the soul. Therefore one of 
them does not arise from another. 

Obj. 2. Further, the power of the soul arises 
from the soul as an accident from the subject. 
But one power of the soul cannot be the subject 
of another, because nothing is the accident of an 
accident. Therefore one power does not arise 
from another. 

Obj 3. Further, one opposite does not arise 
from the other opposite, but everything arises 
from that which is like it in species. Now the 
powers of the soul are oppositely divided. as 
various species. Therefore one of them does not 
proceed from another. 

On the contrary, Powers are known by their 
actions. But the action of one power is caused by 
the action of another power, as the action of the 
imagination by the action of the senses. There- 
fore one power of the soul is caused by another. 

I answer that, In those things which proceed 
from one according to a natural order, just as 
the first 1s the cause of all, so that which is 
nearer to the first is, in a way, cause of those 
which are more remote. Now it has been shown 
above (A. 4) that among the powers of the soul 
there are several kinds of order. Therefore one 
power of the soul proceeds from the essence of 
the soul through the medium of another. But 
since the essence of the soul is related to the 
powers both as a principle active and final, and 
as a receptive principle, either separately by it- 
self, or together with the body, and since the 
agent and the end are more perfect, while the 
receptive principle, as such, is less perfect, it 
follows that those powers of the soul which pre- 
cede the others, in the order of perfection and 
nature, are the principles of the others. after the 
manner of the end and active principle. For we 
see that the senses are for the sake of the intel- 
lect, and not the other way about. The sense, 
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moreover, is a certain deficient participation of 
the intellect; hence, according to its natural 
origin, it proceeds from the intellect as the im- 
perfect from the perfect. But considered as re- 
ceptive principles, the more imperfect powers 
are principles with regard to the others; thus the 
soul, according as it has the sensitive power, is 
considered as the subject, and as something ma- 
terial with regard to the intellect. On this ac- 
count, the more imperfect powers precede the 
others in the order of generation, for the animal 
is generated before the man. 

Reply Obj. 1. As the power of the soul flows 
from the essence, not by a change, but by a cer- 
tain natural consequence, and is simultaneous 
with the soul, so is it the case with one power as 
regards another. 

Reply Obj. 2. An accident cannot of itself be 
the subject of an accident, but one accident is 
received prior to another into substance, as 
quantity before quality. In this sense one acci- 
dent is said to be the subject of another; as sur- 
face is of colour, in so far as substance receives 
one accident through the means of another. The 
same thing may be said of the powers of the 
soul. 

Reply Obj. 3. The powers of the soul are op- 
posed to one another as perfect and imperfect, 
as also are the species of numbers and figures. 
But this opposition does not prevent the origin 
of one from another, because imperfect things 
naturally proceed from perfect things. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether All the Powers Remain in 
the Soul When Separated From the Body? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that all the powers of the soul re- 
main in the soul separated from the body. 

Objection 1. For we read in the book De 
Spiritu et Anima' that “the soul withdraws from 
the body, taking with itself sense and imagina- 
tion. reason and intellect and understanding, 
concupiscibility and irascibility.” 

Obj. 2. Further. the powers of the soul are its 
natura] properties But properties are always in 
that to which they belong, and are never scepa- 
rated from it. Therefore the powers of the soul 
are in it even after death. 

Obj. 3. Further, the powers even of the sensi- 
tive soul are not weakened when '!he body be- 
comes weak; because, as the Philosopher says,” 
“Tf an old man were given the eye of a young 
man, he would see even as well as a young man.” 
But weakness is the road to corruption. There- 
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fore the powers of the soul are not corrupted 
when the body is corrupted, but remain in the 
separated soul. 

Obj. 4. Further, memory is a power of the 
sensitive soul, as the Philosopher proves.’ But 
memory remains in the separated soul; for it 
was said to the rich glutton whose soul was in 
hell: Remember that thou didst receive good 
things during thy lifetime (Luke 16. 25). There- 
fore memory remains in the separated soul, and 
consequently the other powers of the sensitive 
part. 

Ob; 5. Further, joy and sorrow are in the con- 
cupiscible part, which is a power of the sensitive 
soul. But it is clear that separate souls grieve or 
rejoice at the pains or rewards which they re- 
ceive. Therefore the concupiscible power re- 
mains in the separated soul. 

Obj 6. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
xii, 32)* that, as the soul, when the body lies 
senseless, yet not quite dead, sees some things 
by imaginary vision, so also when by death the 
soul is quite separate from the body. But the 
Imagination is a power of the sensitive part. 
Therefore the power of the sensitive part re- 
mains in the separated soul; and consequently 
all the other powers. 

On the contrary, It is said (De Eccl. Dogm.)* 
that ‘of two substances only does man consist : 
the soul with its reason, and the body with its 
senses.” Therefore the body being dead, the sen- 
sitive powers do not remain. 

T answer that, As we have said already (AA. 5, 
6. 7), all the powers of the soul belong to the 
soul alone as their principle. But some powers 
belong to the soul alone as their subject; as the 
intellect and the will. These powers must remain 
in the soul after the destruction of the body. 
But other powers are in the composite as their 
subject, as all the powers of the sensitive and 
nutritive parts. Now accidents cannot remain 
after the destruction of the subject. Therefore, 
when the composite is destroyed, such powers 
do not remain actually; but they remain virtu- 
ally in the soul, as in their principle or root. 

So it is false that, as some say.® these powers 
remain in the soul even after the corruption of 
the body. It is much more false that, as they say 
also, the acts of these powers remain in the sepa- 
rated soul,’ because these powers have no act 
apart from the corporeal organ. 
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Reply. Obj, 1. That book has’ no authority, 
and so what is there written can be despised 
with the same facility as it was said; although 
we may say that the soul takes with itself these 
powers not actually but virtually. 

Reply O67. 2. These powers which we say do 
not actually remain in the separate soul, are not 
the properties of the soul alone, but of the 
composite. 

Reply Obj. 3. These powers are said not to be 
weakened when the body becomes weak because 
the soul remains unchangeable, and is the virtual 
principle of these powers. 

Reply 0b}. 4. The recollection spoken of there 
is to be taken in the same way as Augustine (De 
Trin. x, 11; xiv, 7)! places memory in the mind, 
not as a part of the sensitive soul. 

Reply Obj, §. In the separate soul, sorrow and 
joy are not in the sensitive, but in the intellec- 
tual appetite, as in the angels. 

Reply Obj, 6. Augustine in that passage is 
speaking as inquiring, not as asserting. There- 
fore he retracted some things which he had said 
there (Retract. ii, 24).? 


QUESTION LXXVIII 


OF THE POWERS OF THE SOUL IN 
PARTICULAR 


(In Four Articles) 


WE next treat of the powers of the soul in par- 
ticular. The theologian, however, has only to in- 
quire in particular of the intellectual and appe- 
tilive powers, in which the virtues reside. And 
since the knowledge of these powers depends to 
a certain extent on the other powers, our consid- 
eration of the powers of the soul taken in par- 
ticular will be divided into three parts: first. we 
shall consider those powers which are prelimi- 
nary to the intellect; secondly, the intellectual 
powers (Q. LXxIX); thirdly, the appetitive pow- 
ers (Q. LXXX). 

Under the first head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) The powers of the soul considered 
generally. (2) The various species of the vegeta- 
tive part. (3) The exterior senses. (4) The in- 
terior senses. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Are To Be Distin- 
guished Five Genera of Powers in the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that there are not to be distin- 
guished five genera of powers in the soul— 
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namely, vegetative, sensitive, appeuHve, loco- 
motive, and intellectual. | 

Objection 1. For the powers of the soul are 
talled its parts. But only three parts of the soul 
are commonly assigned by everybody—namely, 
the vegetative soul, the sensitive soul, and the 
rational soul. Therefore there are only three 
genera of powers in the soul, and not five. 

Obj. 2. Further, the powers of the soul are the 
principles of its vital operations. Now, ‘in four 
ways is a thing said to live. For the Philosopher 
says,’ ‘In several ways a thing is said to live, 
and even if only one of these is present, the 
thing is said to live; as intellect and sense, local 
movement and rest, and lastly, movement of de- 
crease and increase due to nourishment.” There- 
fore there are only four genera of powers of the 
soul, as the appetitive is excluded. 

Ob). 3. Further, a special kind of soul ought 
not to be assigned as regards what is common to 
all the powers. Now desire is common to each 
power of the soul. For sight desires an appropri- 
ate visible object; hence we read (Ecclus. go. 
22): The eye desireth favour and beauty, but 
more than these green sown fields. In the same 
way every other power desires its appropriate 
object. Therefore the appetitive power should 
not be made a special genus of the powers of 
the soul. 

Obj. 4. Further, the moving principle in ani- 
mals is sense, intellect, or appetite, as the Philos- 
opher says.’ Therefore the motive power should 
not be added to the above as a special genus of 
soul. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says,5 “The 
powers are the vegetative, the sensitive, the ap- 
petilive, movement according to place, and the 
intellectual.” 

I answer that, There are five genera of powers 
of the soul, as above numbered. Of these, three 
are called souls and four are called modes of 
living. 

The reason of this diversity lies in the vari- 
ous souls being distinguished accordingly as the 
operation of the soul surpasses the operation of 
the corporeal nature in various ways; for the 
whole corporeal nature is subject to the soul, 
and is related to it as its matter and instrument. 
There exists, therefore, an operation of the soul 
which so far exceeds the corporeal nature that it 
is not even performed by any corporeal organ; 
and such is the operation of the rational soul. 
Below this, there is another operation of the 
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soul, which is indeed performed through a cor- 
poreal organ, but not through a corporeal quali- 
ty, and this is the operation of the sensitive 
soul; for though hot and cold, wet and dry, and 
other such corporeal qualities are required for 
the work of the senses, yet they are not required 
in such a way that the operation of the senses 
takes place by virtue of such qualities, but only 
for the proper disposition of the organ. The low- 
est of the operations of the soul is that which is 
performed by a corporeal organ, and by virtue 
of a corporeal quality. Yet this surpasses the 
operation of the corporeal nature, because the 
movements of bodies are caused by an extrinsic 
principle, while these operations are from an 
intrinsic principle; for this is common to all the 
operations of the soul, since every animate 
thing, in some way, moves itself. Such is the 
operation of the vegetative soul; for digestion, 
and what follows, is caused instrumentally by 
the action of heat, as the Philosopher says.! 
Now the powers of the soul are distinguished 
generically by their objects. For the higher a 
power is, the more universal is the object to 
which it extends, as we have said above (o. 
LXXVII. A. 3, Ans. 4). But the object of the soul’s 
operation may be considered in a threefold or- 
der. For in the soul there is a power the object 
of which is only the body that is united to that 
soul. The powers of this genus are called vegeta- 
tive, for the vegetative power acts only on the 
body to which the soul is united. There is an- 
other genus in the powers of the soul, which 
genus regards a more universal object—namely, 
every sensible body, not only the body to which 
the soul is united. And there is yet another genus 
in the powers of the soul, which genus regards a 
still more universal object—namely, not only 
the sensible body, but all being in general. From 
this it is evident that the latter two gencra of the 
soul’s powers have an opcration in regard not 
only to that which is united to them, but also to 
something extrinsic Now, since whatever oper- 
ates must in some way be united to the object 
about which it operates, it follows of necessity 
that this something extrinsic, which is the ob- 
ject of the soul’s opcration, must be related to 
the soul in a twofold manner. First, in so far as 
this something extrinsic has a natural aptitude 
to be united to the soul, and to be bv its likeness 
in the soul. In this way there are two kinds of 
powers—namely, the sensitive in regard to the 
less common object—the sensible body, and the 
intellectual, in regard to the most common ob- 
ject—universal being. Secondly, according as 
1 Soul, u, 4 (416525). 
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the soul itself has an inclination and tendency to 
the something extrinsic. And in this way there 
are again two kinds of powers in the soul: one— 
the appetitive—in respect of which the soul is 
related to something extrinsic as to an end, 
which is first in the intention; the other—the 
power of local movement—in respect of which 
the soul is related to something extrinsic as to 
the term of its operation and movement; for 
every animal is moved for the purpose of realiz- 
ing its desires and intentions. 

The modes of living are distinguished accord- 
ing to the degrees of living things. There are 
some living things in which there exists only 
vegetative power, as the plants. There are others 
in which with the vegetative there exists also 
the sensitive, but not the power of local move- 
ment ; such are immovable animals, as shellfish. 
There are others which besides this have powers 
of local movement, as perfect animals, which 
require many things for their life, and conse- 
quently movement to seek necessaries of life 
from a distance. And there are some living things 
which with these have intellectual power—name- 
ly, men, But the appetitive power does not con- 
stitute a degree of living things; because “wher- 
ever there is sense there is also appetite.’ 

Thus the jirst two objections are hereby 
solved. 

Reply Obj. 3. The natural appetite is that in- 
clination which each thing has, of its own na- 
ture, for something; hence by its natural appe- 
tite each power desires something suitable to it- 
self. But the animal appetite results from the 
form apprehended; this sort of appetite re- 
quires a special power of the soul—apprchen- 
sion alone does not suffice. For a thing is desired 
as It exists in its own nature, whereas in the ap- 
prehensive power it does not exist according to 
its own nature, but according to its likeness. 
Hence it is clear that sight desires naturally a 
visible object for the purpose of its act only— 
namely, for the purpose of seeing; but the ani- 
mal by the appetitive power desires the thing 
seen not merely for the purpose of seeing it, but 
also for‘other purposes. But if the soul did not 
require things perceived by the senses, except 
on.account of the actions of the senses, that is, 
for the purpose of sensing them, there would be 
no need for a special genus of appetitive powers, 
since the natural appetite of the powers would 
suffice. 

Reply Obj. 4. Although sense and appetite are 
principles of movement in perfect animals, yet 
sense and appetite, as such, are not sufficient to 

2 Tbid., u, 3 (4142). 
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cause movement unless another power be added 
to them; for immovable animals have sense and 
appetite, and yet they have not the power of 
motion. Now this moving power is not only in 
the appetite and sense as commanding the move- 
ment, but also in the parts of the body, to make 
them obey the appetite of the soul which moves 
them. Of this we have a sign in the fact that 
when the members are deprived of their natural 
disposition, they do not move in obedience to 
the appetite. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Parts of the Vegetative 
Soul Are Fittingly Described as the Nutritive, 
Augmentative, and Generative? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the parts of the vegetative soul 
are not fittingly described—namely, the nutri- 
tive, augmentative, and generative. 

Objection 1. For these are called natural 
forces. But the powers of the soul are above the 
natural forces. Therefore we should not class the 
above forces as powers of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, we should not assign a par- 
ticular power of the soul to that which is com- 
mon to living and non-living things. But genera- 
tion is common to all things that can be gener- 
ated and corrupted, whether living or not liv- 
ing. Therefore the generative force should not 
be classed as a power of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, the soul is more powerful 
than the body. But the body by the same power 
gives species and quantity; much more, there- 
fore, does the soul. Therefore the power of 
growth of the soul is not distinct from the gen- 
erative power. 

Obj. 4. Further, everything is preserved in be- 
ing by that whereby it has being. But the gen- 
erative power is that whereby a living thing ac- 
quires heing. Therefore by the same power the 
living thing is preserved. Now the nutritive force 
is directed to the preservation of the living 
thing,! being ‘‘a power which is capable of pre- 
serving whatever receives it.” Therefore we 
should not distinguish the nutritive power from 
the generative. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
the operations of this soul are ‘“‘generation, the 
use of food. and growth.” 

I answer that, The vegetative part has three 
powers. For the vegetative part, as we have said 
(A. 1), has for its object the body itself, living 
by the soul, for which body a threefold opera- 
tion of the soul is required. One is that whereby 

1 Thid., 11, 4 (416514). 
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it acquires being, and to this is directed the gen- 
erative power. Another is that whereby the liv- 
ing body acquires its due quantity; to this is di- 
rected the power of growth. Another is that 
whereby the body of a living thing is preserved 
in its being and in its due quantity; to this is 
directed the nutritive power. 

We must, however, observe a difference among 
these powers. The nutritive power and the pow- 
er of growth have their effect where they exist, 
since the body itself united to the soul grows and 
is preserved by the growth and nutritive powers 
which exist in one and the same soul. But the 
generative power has its effect not in one and the 
same body but in another; for a thing cannot 
generate itself. Therefore the generative power, 
in a way, approaches to the dignity of the sensi- 
tive soul, which has an operation extending to 
extrinsic things, although in a more excellent 
and more universal manner; for that which is 
highest in an inferior nature approaches to that 
which is lowest in the higher nature, as is made 
clear by Dionysius (Div. Nom. vii)® There- 
fore, of these three powers, the generative has 
the greater finality, nobility, and perfection, as 
the Philosopher says,’ for “it belongs to a thing 
which is already perfect to produce another like 
to itself.”” And the generative power is served 
by the growth and nutritive powers; and the 
power of growth by the nutritive. 

Reply Obj. 1. Such forces are called natural 
both because they produce an effect like that of 
nature, which also gives being, quantity, and 
preservation (although the above forces ac- 
complish these things in a more perfect way), 
and because those forces perform their actions 
instrumentally, through the active and passive 
qualities, whieh are the principles of natural 
actions. 

Reply Obj. 2. Generation of inanimate things 
is entirely from an extrinsic source, but the gen- 
eration of living things is in a higher way, 
through something in the living thing itself, 
which is the seed containing the forming prin- 
ciple of the body. Therefore there must be in the 
living thing a power that prepares this seed. And 
this is the generative power. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since the generation of living 
things is from a seed, it is necessary that in the 
beginning an animal be generated small in size. 
For this reason it must have a power in the soul 
whereby it is brought to its appropriate size. But 
the inanimate body is gencrated from determi- 
nate matter by an extrinsic agent. Therefore it 

3 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 872). 
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receives at once its nature and its quantity, ac- 
cording to the condition of the matter. 

Reply Obj. 4. As we have said above (a. 1), 
the operation of the vegetative principle is per- 
formed by means of heat, the property of which 
is to consume humidity. Therefore, in order to 
restore the humidity thus lost, ‘the nutritive 
power is required, whereby the food is changed 
into the substance of the body. This is also nec- 
essary for the action of the growth and genera- 
tive powers. 


ArticLe 3. Whether the Five Exterior Senses 
Are Properly Distinguished? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem inaccurate to distinguish five ex- 
terior senses. 

Objection 1. For sense can know accidents. 
But there are many kinds of accidents. There- 
fore, as powers are distinguished by their ob- 
jects, it seems that the senses are multiplied ac- 
cording to the number of the kinds of accidents. 

Obj. 2. Further, magnitude and shape, and 
other things which are called common sensibles, 
are not sensibles by accident, but are contra- 
distinguished from them by the Philosopher.! 
Now the diversity of objects, as such, diversi- 
fies the powers. Since, therefore, magnitude and 
shape are further from colour than sound is, it 
seems that there is much more need for another 
sensitive power that can grasp magnitude or 
shape than for that which grasps colour or 
sound. 

Obj. 3. Further, one sense is related to one 
contrariety; as sight regards white and black. 
But the sense of touch grasps several contrarie- 
ties, such as hot or cold, damp or dry, and the 
like. Therefore it is not a single sense but sev- 
eral. Therefore there are more than five senses. 

Obj. 4. Further, a species is not divided against 
its genus. But taste is a kind of touch. Therefore 
it should not be classed as a distinct sense from 
touch. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says,? 
“There is no other besides the five senses.” 

I answer that, The reason of the distinction 
and number of the senses has been assigned by 
some to the organs in which one or other of the 
elements preponderate, as water, air or the like.® 
By others it has been assigned to ine medium, 
which is either in conjunction or extrinsic, and 
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is either water or air, or the like.* Others have 
ascribed it to the various natures of the sensible 
qualities, according as such quality belongs to a 
simple body or results from complexity.‘ 

But none of these explanations is fitting. For 
the powers are not for the organs, but the or- 
gans for the powers. Therefore there are not 
various powers for the reason that there are vari- 
ous organs, but nature has provided a variety 
of organs so that they might be adapted to vari- 
ous powers. In the same way nature provided 
various mediums for the various senses, accord- 
ing to their fitness for the acts of the powers. 
And to know the natures of sensible qualities 
does not pertain to the senses but to the intellect. 

The reason of the number and distinction of 
the exterior senses must therefore be ascribed to 
that which belongs to the senses properly and 
per se. Now, sense is a passive power, and is 
naturally changed by the exterior sensible. 
Therefore the exterior cause of such change is 
what is per se perceived by the sense, and ac- 
cording to the diversity of that exterior cause 
the sensitive powers are diversified. 

Now, change is of two kinds, one natural, the 
other spintual. Natural change takes place by 
the form of the thing which causes the change 
being received, according to its natural being, 
into the thing changed, as heat is received into 
the thing heated. But spiritual change takes 
place by the form of the thing which causes the 
change being received according to a spiritual 
mode of being into the thing changed, as the 
form of colour is received into the pupil which 
does not thereby become coloured. Now, for the 
operation of the senses, a spiritual change is re- 
quired, whereby an intention of the sensible 
form is effected in the sensile organ. Otherwise, 
if a natural change alone sufficed for the sense’s 
action, all natural bodies would feel when they 
undergo alteration. 

But in some senses we find spiritual change 
only, as in sight, while in others we find not only 
a spiritual but also a natural change, either on 
the part of the object only, or likewise on the 
part of the organ. On the part of the object we 
find natural change as to place in sound, which is 
the object of hearing; for sound is caused by 
percussion and commotion of the air. And we 
find natural change by alteration, in odour which 
is the object of smelling; for in order to exhale 
an odour a body must be in a measure altered 
by heat. On the part of the organ, natural change 

4 See preceding note. 
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takes place in.touch and taste; for. the hand 
that touches something hot becomes hot, while 
the tongue is moistened by the humidity of the 
flavoured morsel. But the organs of smelling and 
hearing are not changed in their respective oper- 
ations by any natural change unless accidentally. 

Now, the sight, which is without natural 
change either in its organ or in its object, is the 
most spiritual, the most perfect, and the most 
universal] of all the senses. After this comes the 
hearing and then the smell, which require a 
natural change on the part of the object; but 
loca] motion is more perfect than, and naturally 
prior to, the motion of alteration, as the Philoso- 
pher proves.' Touch and taste are the most ma- 
terial of all, of the distinction of which we shall 
speak later on (Ans. 3, 4). Hence it is that the 
three other senses are not exercised through a 
medium united to them, to obviate any natural 
change in their organ, as happens as regards 
these two senses. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every accident has in itself 
a power of change, but only qualities of the third 
species, according to which alteration takes 
place. Therefore only qualities of this kind are 
the objects of the senses; because “the senses 
are affected by the same things whereby in- 
animate bodies are affected,” as stated in the 
Physics. 

Reply Obj. 2. Size, shape, and the like, which 
are called common sensibles, are midway be- 
tween accidental sensibles and proper sensibles, 
which are the objects of the senses. For the 
proper sensibles first, and of their very nature, 
change the senses, since they are qualities that 
cause alteration. But the common sensibles are 
all reducible to quantity. As to size and number, 
it is Clear that they are species of quantity. 
Shape is a quality about quantity, since the no- 
tion of shape consists in fixing the bounds of 
magnitude. Movement and rest are sensed ac- 
cording as the subject is affected in one or more 
ways in the magnitude of the subject or of its 
local distance, as in the movement of growthor of 
local motion, or again, according as it is affected 
in some sensible qualities, as in the movement 
of alteration; and thus to sense movement and 
rest is, in a way, to sense one thing and many. 
Now quantity is the proximate subject of the 
qualities that cause alteration, as surface is of 
colour. Therefore the common sensibles do not 
move the senses first and of their own nature, 
but by reason of the sensible quality; as the sur- 
face by reason of colour. Yet they are not acci- 
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dental sensibles; for they produce a certain vae 
riety in the change of the senses. For sense is 
changed differently by a large and by a small 
surface, since whiteness itself is said to be great 
or small, and therefore is divided according to 
its proper subject. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher seems to 
say,* the sense of touch is generically one, but is 
divided into several specific senses, and for this 
reason it extends to various contrarieties ; which 
senses, however, are not separate from one an- 
other in their organ, but are spread throughout 
the whole body, so that their distinction is not 
evident. But taste, which perceives the sweet and 
the bitter, accompanies touch in the tongue, but 
not in the whole body; so it is easily distin- 
guished from touch. We might also say that all 
those contrarieties agree, each in some proxi- 
mate genus, and all in a common genus, which 
is the object of touch according to its common 
notion. Such common genus is, however, un- 
named, just as the proximate genus of hot and 
cold is unnamed. 

Reply Obj. 4. The sense of taste. according to 
a saying of the Philosopher,‘ is a kind of touch 
existing in the tongue only. It is not distinct 
from touch in genus, but only from the species 
of touch distributed in the body. But if touch is 
one sense only, on account of the common no- 
tion of its object, we must say that taste is dis- 
tinguished from touch by reason of a different 
notion of change. For touch involves a natural, 
and not only a spiritual, change in its organ, by 
reason of the quality which is its proper object. 
But the organ of taste is not necessarily changed 
by a natural change according to the quality 
which is its proper object, so that the tongue it- 
self becomes sweet or bitter, but by reason of a 
preceding quality on which is based the flavour, 
which quality is moisture, the object of touch. 


ARTICLE 4 Whether the Interior Senses 
Are Suitably Distinguished? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the interior senscs are not suit- 
ably distinguished. 

Objection 1. For the common is not divided 
against the proper. Therefore the common sense 
should not be numbered among the interior sen- 
sitive powers in addition to the proper exterior 
Senses. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no need to assign an 
interior power of apprehension when the proper 
and exterior sense suffices. But the proper and 
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exterior senses suffice for us to judge of sensible 
things, for each sense judges of its proper ob- 
ject. In like manner they seem to suffice for the 
perception of their own actions, for since the ac- 
tion of the sense is, in a way, between the power 
and its object, it seems that sight must be much 
more able to perceive its own vision, as being 
nearer to it, than the colour; and in like manner 
with the other senses. Therefore for this there 
is no need to assign an interior power, called the 
common sense. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philosopher! 
the imagination and the memory are passions of 
the “first sensitive.” But passion is not divided 
against its subject. Therefore memory and imag- 
ination should not be assigned as powers distinct 
from the senses. 

Obj. 4. Further, the intellect depends on the 
senses less than any power of the sensitive part. 
But the intellect knows nothing but what it re- 
ceives from the senses; hence we read? that 
“those who lack one sense lack one kind of 
knowledge.” Therefore much less should we as- 
sign to the sensitive part a power which they call 
the estimative power, for the perception of in- 
tentions which the sense does not perceive. 

Obj. 5. Further, the action of the cogitative 
power, which consists in comparing, uniting. and 
dividing, and the action of the reminiscence. 
which consists in the use of a kind of syllogism 
for the sake of inquiry, is not less distant from 
the actions of the estimative and memorative 
powers, than the action of the estimative 1s 
from the action of the imagination. Therefore 
either we must add the cogitative and reminis- 
cing to the estimative and memorative powers, 
or the estimative and memorative powers should 
not be made distinct from the imagination. 

Obj. 6. Further, Augustine (Gen. ad lit, xii, 6, 
7, 24) describes “three kinds of vision; namely, 
corporeal, which is an action of the sense, spirit- 
ual, which is an action of the imagination or 
phantasy, and intellectual, which ts an action of 
the intellect.” Therefore there is no interior 
power between the sense and intellect besides 
the imagination. 

On the contrary, Avicenna (De Anima iv, 1)* 
assigns five interior sensitive powers; namely, 
common sense, phantasy, imagination, and the 
estimative and memorative powers. 

I answer that, As nature does noi sail in nec- 
essary things, there must be as many actions of 
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the sensitive soul as suffice for the life of a per- 
fect animal. If any of these actions cannot be re- 
duced to one principle, they must be assigned 
to different powers, since a power of the soul is 
nothing else than the proximate principle of the 
soul’s operation. 

Now we must observe that for the life of a 
perfect animal, the animal should apprehend a 
thing not only at the actual time of sensation, 
but also when it is absent. Otherwise, since ani- 
mal motion and action follow apprehension, an 
animal would not be moved to seek something 
absent, the contrary of which we may observe 
specially in perfect animals, which are moved by 
progression, for they are moved towards some- 
thing apprehended and absent. Therefore an 
animal through the sensitive soul must not only 
receive the species of sensible things, when it is 
actually changed by them, but it must also re- 
tain and preserve them. Now to receive and re- 
tain are, in corporeal things, reduced to diverse 
principles; for moist things are apt to receive, 
but retain with difficulty, while it is the reverse 
with dry things. Therefore, since the sensitive 
power is the act of a corporeal organ, it follows 
that the power which receives the species of 
sensible things must be distinct from the power 
which preserves them. 

Again we must observe that if an animal were 
moved by pleasing and disagreeable things only 
as affecting the sense, there would be no need to 
suppose that an animal has a power besides the 
apprehension of those forms which the senses 
perceive, and in which the animal takes pleasure, 
or from which it shrinks with horror. But the 
animal needs to seek or to avoid certain things 
not only because they are pleasing or otherwise 
to the senses, but also on account of other ad- 
vantages and uses, or disadvantages; just as the 
sheep runs away when it sees an approaching 
wolf not on account of its colour or shape, but 
as a natural enemy; and ag:‘n a bird gathers 
together straws, not because they are pleasant 
to the sense, but because they are useful for 
building its nest. Animals, therefore, need to per- 
ceive sich intentions, which the exterior sense 
does not perceive. And some distinct principle is 
necessary for this, since the perception of 
sensible forms comes by a sensible change, 
which is not the case with the perception of the 
intentions spoken of. 

Thus, therefore, for the reception of sensible 
forms, the “proper sense” and the ‘common 
sense” are appointed, and of their distinction we 
shal] speak further on (Ans. 1, 2). But for the re- 
tention and preservation of these forms, ‘the 
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phantasy or imagination is appointed, which is 
as it were a storehouse of forms received through 
the senses. Furthermore, for the apprehension 
of intentions which are not received through the 
senses, the estimative power is appointed; and 
for the preservation of them, the memorative 
power, which is a storehouse of such intentions. 
A sign of this we have in the fact that the princi- 
ple of memory in animals is found in some such 
intention, for instance, that something is harm- 
ful or otherwise And the very notion of the 
past, which memory considers, is to be reckoned 
among these intentions. 

Now, we must observe that as to sensible 
forms there is no difference between man and 
other animals; for they are similarly changed 
by the exterior sensible. But there is a difference 
as to the above intentions, For other animals 
perceive these intentions only by some natural 
instinct, but man perceives them by means of 
a kind of comparing Thercfore the power which 
in other animals is called the natural estimative, 
in man is called the cogitative, which by some 
sort of gathering together and comparison dis- 
covers these intentions.’ Therefore it is also 
called “the particular reason,” to which medica] 
men assign a certain particular organ, namely, 
the middle part of the head ,? for it compares in- 
dividual intentions, just as the intellectual rea- 
son compires universal intentions. As to the 
memorative power, man has not only memory, 
as other animals have in the sudden recollection 
of the past, but also reminiscence, by syllogisti- 
cally, as it were. sceking fora recollection of the 
past by the application of individual intentions. 

Avicenna. however! assigns between the esti- 
mative and the imaginative, a hfth power. which 
combines and divides imaginary forms; as when 
from the imaginary form of gold. and the imagi- 
nary form of a mountain, we compose the one 
form of a golden mountain, which we have never 
seen But this operation is not to be found in 
animals other than man, in whom for this pur- 
pose the imaginative power suffices. To man 
also does Averroes attribute this action in his 
book De sensu et sensibilibus 4 

So there is no need to assign more than four 
interior powers of the sensitive part—namely, 
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the common sense, the imagination, and the 
estimative and memorative powers. 

Reply Obj. 1. The interior sense is called 
common not by predication, as if it were a ge- 
nus, but as the common root and principle of 
the exterior senses. 

Reply Obj. 2. The proper sense judges of the 
proper sensible by discerning it from other 
things which come under the same sense; for in- 
stance, by discerning white from black or green. 
But neither sight nor taste can discern white 
from sweet, because what discerns between two 
things must know both. Therefore the discern- 
ing judgment must be assigned to the common 
scnse, to which, as to a common term, all appre- 
hensions of the senses must be referred, and by 
which, again, all the intentions of the senses are 
perceived; as when someone sees that he sees. 
For this cannot be done by the proper sense, 
which only knows the form of the sensible by 
which it is changed, in which change the action 
of sight is completed, and from which change 
follows another in the common sense which per- 
ceives the act of vision. 

Reply Obj 3. As one power arises from the 
soul by means of another, as we have seen above 
(Q. LXXVII, A. 7), $0 also the soul is the subject 
of one power through another. In this way the 
imagination and the memory are called passions 
of the ‘‘first sensitive.” 

Reply Obj. 4. Although the operation of the 
intellect has its origin in the senses, yet, in the 
thing apprehended through the senses, the intel- 
lect knows many things which the senses cannot 
perceive. In like manner does the estimative 
power, though in a less perfect manner. 

Reply Ob] 5. The cogitative and memorative 
powers in man owe their excellence not to that 
which is proper to the sensitive part, but to 
a certain affinity and proximity to the univer- 
sal reason, which, so to speak, overflows into 
them Therefore they are not distinct powers, 
but the same, yet more perfect than in other 
animals. 

Reply Obj. 6. Augustine calls that vision 
spiritual which is effected by the likenesses of 
bodies in the absence of bodies. Hence it is clear 
that it is common to all interior apprehensions. 


QUESTION LXXIX 
OF THE INTELLECTUAL POWERS 
(Jn Thirteen Articles) 


THE next question concerns the intellectual 
powers, under which head there are thirteen 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the intellect is 
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a power of the soul, or its essence? (2) If it be 
a power, whether it is a passive power? (3) If it 
is a passive power, whether there is an agent in- 
tellect? (4) Whether it is something in the soul? 
(3) ‘Whether the agent intellect is one in all? 
(6) Whether memory is in the intellect? (7) 
Whether the memory is distinct from the intel- 
lect? (8) Whether the reason is a distinct power 
from the intellect? (9) Whether the superior 
and inferior reason are distinct powers? (10) 
Whether the intelligence is a power distinct 
from the intellect? (11) Whether the specula- 
tive and practical intellect are different powers? 
(12) Whether synderesis is a power of the intel- 
lectual part? (13) Whether the conscience is a 
power of the intellectual part? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Intellect Is a 
Power of the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the intellect is not a power of the soul, 
but the essence of the soul. 

Objection 1. For the intellect seems to be the 
same as the mind. Now the mind is not a power 
of the soul, but the essence, for Augustine says 
(De Trin. ix, 2):' “Mind and spirit are not rela- 
tive things, but denominate the essence.”’ There- 
fore the intellect is the essence of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, different genera of the soul’s 
powers are not united in some one power, but 
only in the essence of the soul. Now the appeti- 
tive and the intellectual are different genera of 
the soul’s powers as the Philosopher says,? but 
they are united in the mind, for Augustine (De 
Trin. x, 11)? places the intelligence and will in 
the mind. Therefore the mind and intellect of 
man Is the very essence of the soul and not one 
of its powers. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Gregory, in a 
homily for the Ascension (xxix. in Ev.) 4 “‘man 
understands with the angels” But angels are 
called Minds and Intellects. Therefore the mind 
and intellect of man are not a power of the soul, 
but the soul itself. 

Obj. 4. Further, a substance is intellectual by 
the fact that it is immaterial. But the soul is im- 
material through ils essence. Therefore it seems 
that the soul must be intellectual through its 
essence. 

On the contrary, The Philosophe: assigns the 
intellect as a power of the soul. 

I answer that, In accordance with what has 
been already shown (Q. LIV, A. 3; Q. LXXVII, A. 

IPL 42, 962. 3 Soul, 11, 3 (414531). 

IPL 42, 983. 4PL 76, 1914. 
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1):it is necessary to say that the intellect is ‘a 
power of the soul, and not the very essence of 
the soul. For the essence of that which operates 
is the immediate principle of operation, only 
when operation itself is its being; for as power 
is related to operation as its act, so is essence 
to being. But the act of understanding is His 
very Being in God alone. Therefore in God 
alone is His intellect His essence, while in 
other intellectual creatures the intellect is a 
power. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sense is sometimes taken for 
the power, and sometimes for the sensitive soul; 
for the sensitive soul takes its name from its 
chief power, which is sense. And in like manner 
the intellectual soul is sometimes called intellect, 
as.from its chief power: and thus we read® that 
“the intellect is a substance.” And in this sense 
also Augustine says that the mind is a species or 
essence (De Trin. ix, 2; xiv, 16).7 

Reply Obj. 2. The appetitive and intellectual 
powers are different genera of powers in the soul 
by reason of the different natures of their ob- 
jects. But the appetitive power agrees partly 
with the intellectual power and partly with the 
sensitive in its mode of operation either through 
a corporeal organ or without it; for appetite fol- 
lows apprehension And in this way Augustine 
puts the will in the mind, and the Philosopher, 
in the reason.8 

Reply Obj. 3. In the angels there is no other 
power than the intellect, and the will, which fol- 
lows the intellect. And for this reason an angel 
is called a Mind or an Intellect: because his 
whole power consists in this. But the soul has 
many other powers, such as the sensitive and 
nutritive powers, and therefore the comparison 
fails: 

Reply Obj. 4. The immateriality of the cre- 
ated intelligent substance is not its intellect, but 
through its immateriality it has the power of 
understanding. Hence it follows not that the in- 
tellect is the substance of the soul, but that it is 
its virLue and power. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Intellect Is a Passive 
Power? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the intellect is not a passive 
power. 

Objection 1. For everything is passive by its 
matter, and acts by its form. But the intellectual 
power results from the immateriality of the in- 

6 Jbid.,1, 4 (40818). 

TPL 42, 962, 1053. 

8 Soul, 111, 9 (4325). 
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telligent substance. Therefore it seems that the 
intellect is not a passive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, the intellectual power is in- 
corruptible, as we have said above (0. LXxvV, A. 
6). But “if the intellect is passive. it is corrupti- 
ble.”? Therefore the intellectual power is not 
passive. 

Obj. 3. Further, the “agent is nobler than the 
patient,’ as Augustine? and Aristotle® say. But 
all the powers of the vegetative part are active; 
yet they are the lowest among the powers of the 
soul. Much more, therefore, all the intellectual 
powers, which are the highest, are active. _- 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says* that 
“to understand is in a way to be passive.” 

I answer that, To be passive may be taken in 
three ways. First, in its most strict sense, when 
from a thing is taken something which belongs 
to it by virtue either of its nature, or of its 
proper inclination, as when water loses coolness 
hy heating, and as when a man becomes ill or 
sad. Secondly, lIcss strictly, a thing is said to be 
passive when something. whether suitable or un- 
suitable, is taken away from it. And in this way 
not only he who is ill is said to be passive, but 
also he who is healed; not only he that is sad, 
but also he that is joyful, or whatever way he be 
altered or moved. Thirdly, in a wide sense a 
thing is said to be passive, from the very fact 
that what is in potency to something receives 
that to which it was in potency without being 
deprived of anything. And accordingly, what- 
ever passes from potency to act may be said to 
be passive, even when it is perfected. And thus 
with us to understand is to be passive. This is 
clear from the following reason. For the intel- 
lect, as we have seen above (Q. LXXVIII, A 1). 
has an operation extending to universal being. 
We may therefore see whether the intellect be 
in act or potency by observing first of all the 
nature of the relation of the intellect to univer- 
sal being. For we find an intellect whose relation 
to universal being is that of the act of all be- 
ing, and such is the Divine intellect, which is 
the Essence of God, in which originally and vir- 
tually, all being pre-exists as in its first cause. 
And therefore the Divine intellect is not in po- 
tency, but is pure act. But no created intellect 
can be an act in relation to the whole universal 
being; otherwise it would have to be an infinite 
being. Therefore no created intellect is the act 
of all things intelligible by reason of its very 


1 Aristotle, Soul, 111, 5 (430°24). 

2 Gen. ad lit., xu, 16 (PL 34, 467). 
8 Soul, ut, 5 (43018). 

4 Tbid., ut, 4 (42024). 
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being, but is compared to these intelligible 
things as a potency to act. 

Now, potency has a twofold relation to act. 
There is a potency which is always perfected by 
its act; as the matter of the heavenly bodies (a. 
Lviir, A. 1). And there is another potency which 
is not always in act, but proceeds from potency 
to act; as we observe in things that are corrupted 
and generated. Therefore the angelic intellect is 
always in act as regards those things which it 
can understand, by reason of its nearness to the 
first intellect, which is pure act, as we have said 
above. But the human intellect, which is the 
lowest in the order of intellects and the most 
removed from the perfection of the Divine intel- 
lect, is in potency with regard to things intelligi- 
ble, and is at first “like a clean tablet on which 
nothing is written,” as the Philosopher says.é 
This is made clear from the fact that at first we 
are only in potency to understand, and after- 
wards we are made to understand actually. And 
so it is evident that with us to understand is in 
a way to be passive, taking passion in the third 
sense. And consequently the intellect is a pas- 
sive power. 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection is verified of 
passion in the first and second senses, which be- 
long to primary matter. But in the third sense 
passion is in anything which is reduced from po- 
tency to act. 

Reply Obj. 2. Passive intellect is the name 
given by some’ to the sensitive appetite, in which 
are the passions of the soul; which appetite is 
also called “rational by participation, because it 
oheys the reason.’ Others® give the name of 
passive intellect to the cogilative power, which 
is called the particular reason. And in each case 
passive may be taken in the two first senses, ac- 
cording as this so-called intellect is the act of a 
corporeal organ. But the intellect which is in po- 
tency to things intelligible and which for this 
reason Aristotle calls ‘‘the possible intellect’” is 
not passive except in the third sense. for it is 
not an act of a corporeal organ. Hence it is in- 
corruptible. 

Reply Obj. 3. The agent is nobler than the 
patient if the action and the passion are referred 
to the same thing, but not always, if they refer 
to different things. Now the intellect 1s a passive 
power in regard to the whole universal being, 
while the vegetative power is active in regard to 


8 Thed., 111, 4 (4301). 
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some particular thing, namely, the body as 
united to the soul. Therefore nothing prevents 
such a passive force being nobler than such an 
active one. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is an Agent 
Intellect? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is no agent intellect. 

Objection t. For as the senses are to things 
sensible. so is our intellect to things intelligible. 
But because sense is in potency to things sensi- 
ble we do not say there is “‘an agent sense,” but 
only a passive sense. Therefore, since our intel- 
lect is in potency to things intelligible, it seems 
that we cannot say that there is an agent intel- 
lect, but only a possible intellect.! 

Obj. 2. Further, if we say that also in the 
senses there is something active, such as light,” 
on the contrary, light is required for sight, in so 
far as it makes the medium to be actually Jumi- 
nous; for colour of its own nature moves the 
luminous medium. But in the operation of the 
intellect there is no medium that has to he 
brought into act. Therefore there is no necessity 
for an agent intellect. 

Obj. 3. Further, the likeness of the agent is re- 
ceived into the patient according to the mode of 
the patient. But the possible intellect is an im- 
material power. Therefore its immateriality suf- 
fices for forms to be received into it immateri- 
ally. Now a form is intelligible in act from the 
very fact that it is immaterial. Therefore there 
is no need to posit an agent intcliect to make the 
species actually intelligible.* 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says,‘ “As 
in every nature, so in the soul is there something 
by which it becomes all things, and something 
by which it makes all things.” Therefore we 
must admit an agent intellect. 

T answer that, According to the opinion of 
Plato, there is no need for an agent intellect in 
order to make things actually intelligible, al- 
though perhaps in order to provide intellectual 
light to the intellect, as will be explained further 
on (A. 4, Q. LXXxTVv, A. 6). For Plato supposed® 
that the forms of natural things subsisted apart 
from matter, and consequently that they are in- 
telligible, since a thing is actually intelligible 
from the very fact that it is immatrtial And he 
called such forms “species” or “ideas,” from a 

An argument of William of Paris, De An., 7, 4 (I, 
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8Wilham of Paris, op ctt., 7, 5 (ul, 210); Gilson, op. cit., 
p oO). 


4 Soul, 1, § (430%10). § See above, Y. VI, A. 4. 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA . 


participation of which he said that even corpo- 
real matter was formed, in order that individ- 
uals might be naturally established in their 
proper genera and species,® and that our intellect 
was formed by such participation in order to 
have knowledge of the genera and species of 
things.’ But since Aristotle did not allow that 
forms of natural things subsist apart from mat- 
ter,’ and as forms existing in matter are not 
actually intelligible, it follows that the natures 
or forms of the sensible things which we under- 
stand are not actually intelligible. Now nothing 
is reduced from potency to act except by some- 
thing in act; just as the senses are made actual 
by what 1s actually sensible. We must therefore 
assign on the part of the intellect some power to 
make things actually intelligible, by the abstrac- 
tion of the species from material conditions. 
And such is the necessity for positing an agent 
intellect. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sensible things are found in act 
outside the soul, and hence there is no need for 
an agent sense. And thus it is clear that in the 
nutritive part all the powers are active, whereas 
in the sensitive part all are passive; but in the 
intellectual part, there is something active and 
something passive. 

Reply Obj. 2. There are two opinions as to the 
effect of light. For some say® that light is re- 
quired for sight, in order to make colours actu- 
ally visible. And according to this the agent in- 
tellect is required for understanding, in like man- 
ner and for the same reason as light is required 
for seeing. But in the opinion of others, light is 
required for sight “not for the colours to become 
actually visible, but in order that the medium 
may become actually luminous,” as the Com- 
menlator says.'° And according to this, Aris- 
totle’s comparison of the agent intellect to 
light" is verified in this, that as it is required for 
understanding, so is light required for seeing: 
but not for the same reason. 

Reply Obj. 3° Given the agent, it may well 
happen that its likeness is received variously 
into various things, on account of their disposi- 
tions. Butif the agent does not pre-exist, the dis- 
position of the recipient has nothing to do with 
the matter. Now the intelligible in act is not 
something existing in nature, if we consider the 
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nature of things sensible, which do not subsist 
apart from matter. And therefore in order to 
understand them, the immaterial nature of the 
possible intellect would not suffice but for the 
presence of the agent intellect, which makes 
things actually intelligible by way of abstrac- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Agent Intellect Is 
Something in the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the agent intellect is not some- 
thing in the soul. 

Objection 1. For the effect of the agent intel- 
lect is to give light for the purpose of under- 
standing. But this is done by something higher 
than the soul, according to John 1. 9, He was the 
true light that enlighteneth every man coming 
into this world. Therefore the agent intellect is 
not something in the soul.! 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says? of the 
agent intellect, “that is docs not sometimes un- 
derstand and sometimes not understand.” But 
our soul does not always understand: sometimes 
jit understands, and sometimes it does not under- 
stand, Therefore the agent intellect is not some- 
thing in our soul.’ 

Obj. 3. Further, agent and patient suffice for 
action. If, therefore, the possible intellect. 
which is a passive power, is something belong- 
ing to the soul; and also the agent intellect, 
which is an active power, it follows that man 
would always be able to understand when he 
wished, which is clearly false. Therefore the 
agent intellect is not something in our soul.‘ 

Obj. 4. Further, the Philosopher says® that 
“the agent intellect is a substance in actual be- 
ing.” But nothing can be in potency and in act 
with regard to the same thing. If, therefore, the 
possible intellect, which is in potency to all 
things intelligible, 1s something in the soul, it 
seems impossible for the agent intellect to be also 
something in our soul. 

Obj. 5. Further, if the agent intellect is some- 
thing in the soul, it must be a power. For it is 
neither a passion nor a habit, since habits and 
passions do not have the character of agents in 
regard to the passivity of the soul, but rather pas- 
sion is the very action of the passive power, 
while habit is something which results from acts. 
But every power flows from the essence of the 


1 An argument of William of Paris, De An., 7, 6 (11, 211). 
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soul. It would therefore follow that the agent 
intellect flows from the essence of the soul. And 
thus it would not be in the soul by way of partici- 
pation from some higher intellect, which is un- 
fitting. Therefore the agent intellect is not 
something in our soul. 

Om the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
it is necessary for these differences, namely, the 
possible and agent intellect, to be in the soul. 

I answer that, The agent intellect, of which 
the Philosopher speaks, is something in the soul. 
In order to make this evident, we must observe 
that above the intellectual soul of man we must 
suppose a superior intellect, from which the soul 
acquires the power of understanding. For what 
is such by participation, and what is subject to 
motion, and what is imperfect always requires 
the pre-existence of something essentially such, 
immovable and perfect. Now the human soul is 
called intellectual by reason of a participation 
in intellectual power, a sign of which is that it is 
not wholly intellectual but only in part. More- 
over it reaches to the understanding of truth by 
arguing, with a kind of reasoning and movement. 
Again it has an imperfect understanding, both 
because it does not understand everything, and 
because, in those things which it does under- 
stand, it passes from potency to act. Therefore 
there must be some higher intellect, by which 
the soul is helped to understand. 

Therefore some held’ that this intellect, sub- 
stantially separate, is the agent intellect, which 
by lighting up the phantasms as it were, makes 
them to be actually intelligible, But, even sup- 
posing the existence of such a separate agent in- 
tellect, it would still be necessary to assign to 
the human soul some power participating in that 
superior intellect, by which power the human 
soul makes things actually intelligible. Just as in 
other perfect natural things, besides the univer- 
sal active causes, each one is endowed with its 
proper powers derived from those universal 
causes; for the sun alone does not generate man, 
but in man is the power of begetting man, and 
in like manner with other perfect animals. Now 
among these lower things nothing is more per- 
fect than the human soul. Therefore we must 
say that in the soul is some power derived from 
a higher intellect, whereby it is able to light up 
the phantasms. 

8 Thid., (430°13). 
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And we know this by experience, since we per- 
ceive that we abstract universal forms from 
their particular conditions, which is to make 
them actually intelligible. Now no action belongs 
to anything except through some principle for- 
mally inherent in it, as we have said above of the 
potential intellect (9. Lxxvi, A. 1). Therefore 
the power which is the principle of this action 
must be something in the soul. For this reason 
Aristotle compared! the agent intellect to light, 
which is something received into the air, while 
Plato compared the separate intellect impress- 
ing the soul to the sun. as Themistius says in his 
commentary on the third book of the Soul.” 

But the separate intellect, according to the 
teaching of our faith, is God Himself, Who is 
the soul’s Creator, and only happiness, as will be 
shown later on (Q. xc, A. 3; Part L-IL., Q. 1m, 
A. 7).And so the human soul derives its intel- 
lectual light from Him, according to Ps. 4. 7, 
The light of Thy countenance, O Lord, is signed 
upon Us. 

Reply Obj. 1. That true light enlightens as a 
universal cause, from which the human soul de- 
rives a particular power, as we have explained. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Philosopher says those 
words not of the agent intellect, but of the intel- 
lect in act, of which he had already said: ‘““Know!]- 
edge in act is the same as the thing.” Or. if we 
refer those words to the agent intellect, then they 
are said because it is not owing to the agent intel- 
lect that sometimes we do, and sometimes we do 
not understand, but to the intellect which is in 
potency. 

Reply Obj. 3. If the relation of the agent in- 
tellect to the possible intellect were that of the 
active object to a power, as. for instance, of the 
visible in act to the sight, it would follow that 
we could understand all things instantly, since 
the agent intellect is that which makes all things 
in act. But the agent intellect is not like an ob- 
ject, rather is it that whereby the objects are 
made to be in act, for which, besides the pres- 
ence of the agent intellect, we require the pres- 
ence of phantasms. the good disposition of the 
sensitive powers, and practice in this sort of 
operation, since through one thing understood. 
other things come to be understood, as from 
terms are made propositions, and from first prin- 
ciples, conclusions. From this point of view it 
matters not whether the agent inteilect is some- 
thing belonging to the soul, or something sepa- 
rate from the soul. 

Reply Obj. 4. The intellectual soul is indeed 
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actually immaterial. but it is in potency to de- 
terminate species of things. On the other hand, 
though, phantasms are actual likenesses of cer- 
tain species, but are immaterial in potency. And 
so nothing prevents one and the same soul, in so 
far as it is actually immaterial, having one power 
by which it makes things actually immaterial by 
abstraction from the conditions of individual 
matter. which power is called the agent intellect ; 
and another power, receptive of such species, 
which is called the possible intellect by reason 
of its being in potency to such species. 

Reply 067. 5. Since the essence of the soul is 
Immaterial, created by the supreme intellect, 
nothing prevents that power which it partici- 
pates from the supreme intellect, and whereby 
it abstracts from matter, flowing from the es- 
sence of the soul, in the same way as its other 
powers. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Agent Intellect 
Is One in All? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It would 
seem that there is one agent intellect in all. 

Objection 1. For what is separate from the 
body is not multiplied according to the number 
of bodies. But ‘‘the agent intellect is separate,” 
as the Philosopher says. Therefore it is not mul- 
tiplied in the many human bodies, but is one for 
all men. 

Obj. 2. Further, the agent intellect is the cause 
of the universal, which is one in many But that 
which is the cause of unity is still more itself 
one. Therefore the agent intellect is the same in 
all. 

Obj. 3. Further, all men agree in the first intel- 
lectual concepts. But to these they assent by the 
agent intellect. Therefore all agree in one agent 
intellect. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ that 
“the agent intellect is as a light.” But light is 
not the same in the various ‘ings enlightened. 
Therefore the same agent intellect is not in 
various men. 

I answer that, The truth about this question 
depencs on what we have already said (A. 4). 
For if the agent intellect were not something be- 
Ionging to the soul, but were some separate sub- 
stance, there would be one agent intellect for all 
men. And this Is what they mean who hold that 
there is one agent intellect for all.6 But if the 
agent intellect is something belonging to the 
soul, as one of its powers, we are bound to say 

3 Soul, 111. 5 (430°17). 
4 Ibid. (430"15). 
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FIRST PART Q. 79. ART. 6 


that there are as many agent intellects as there 
are souls, which are multiplied according to the 
number of men, as we have said above (oa. 
LXXVI, A. 2). For it is impossible that one same 
power belong to various substances. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher proves that the 
agent intellect is separate by the fact that the 
possible intellect is separate; because, as he 
says,’ “the agent is more noble than the pa- 
tient.’’ Now the possible intellect is said to be 
separate because it is not the act of any corpo- 
real organ, And in the same sense the agent in- 
tellect is also called separate; but not as a sepa- 
rate substance. 

Reply Obj. 2. The agent intellect is the cause 
of the universal, by abstracting it from matter. 
But for this purpose it need not be the same in- 
tellect in all intelligent beings; but it must be 
one in its relationship to all those things from 
which it abstracts the universal, with respect to 
which things the universal is one. And this befits 
the agent intellect since it is immaterial. 

Reply Obj. 3. All things which are of one spe- 
cies enjoy in common the action which accom- 
panies the nature of the species, and consequent- 
ly the power which is the principle of such ac- 
tion, but not insuch a way that that power is iden- 
tical in all. Now to know the first intelligible 
principles is the action belonging to the human 
species. And so all men must enjoy in common 
the power which is the principle of this action, 
and this power is the agent intellect. But there 
is no need for it to be identical in all. Yet it must 
be derived by all from one principle. And thus 
the possession by all men in common of the first 
principles proves the unity of the separate intel- 
lect, which Plato compares to the sun, but not 
the unity of the agent intellect, which Aristotle 
compares to light. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Memory Is In the 
Intellectual Part of the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It would 
seem that memory is not in the intellectual part 
of the soul. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 
2, 8)* that to the higher part of the soul belong 
those things ‘“‘which are not common to man and 
beast.” But memory is common to man and 
beast, for he says (ibid. 2) that ‘‘beasts can 
sense corporeal] things through the senses of the 
body, and commit them to memory.” Therefore 
memory does not belong to the intellectual part 
of the soul. 

Obj, 2. Further, memory is of the past, But 
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the past is said of something. with regard to.a 


fixed time. Memory, therefore, knows a thing 


under a condition of a fixed time, which involves 
knowledge under the conditions of ere and 
now. But this 1s not the province of the intellect, 
but of the sense. Therefore memory is not in the 
intellectual part, but only in the sensitive part. 

Obj. 3. Further, in the memory are preserved 
the species of those things of which we are not 
actually thinking. But this cannot happen in the 
intellect, because the intellect is reduced to act 
by the fact that it is informed by the intelligible 
species. Now the intellect in act implies under- 
standing in act, and therefore the intellect actu- 
ally understands all things of which it has the 
species. Therefore the memory is not in the in- 
tellectual part. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
11)* that “memory, understanding, and will are 
one mind.” 

I answer that, Since it is of the nature of the 
memory to preserve the species of those things 
which are not actually apprehended, we must 
first of all consider whether the intelligible spe- 
cies can thus be preserved in the intellect, be- 
cause Avicenna held that this was impossible.‘ 
For he admitted that this could happen in the 
sensitive part, as to some powers, since they are 
acts of corporeal organs, in which certain species 
may be preserved apart from actual apprehen- 
sion. But in the intellect, which has no corporeal 
organ, nothing but what is intelligible exists. 
And so every thing of which the likeness exists 
in the intellect must be actually understood. 
Thus, therefore, according to him, as soon as we 
cease to understand something actually, the spe- 
cies of that thing ceases to be in our intellect, 
and if we wish to understand that thing anew, 
we must turn to the agent intellect. which he 
held to be a separate substance, in order that the 
intelligible species may thence flow again into 
our possible intellect. And from the practice and 
habit of turning to the agent intellect there 1s 
formed, according to him, a certain aptitude in 
the possible intellect for turning to the agent 
intellect, which aptitude he calls the habit of 
science. According, therefore, to this supposi- 
tion, nothing is preserved in the intellectual part 
that is not actually understood, and so it would 
not be possible to admit memory in the intellec- 
tua] part. 

But this opinion is clearly opposed to the 
teaching of Aristotle. For he says® that, “when 
the possible intellect is identified with each thing 
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as knowing it, it is said to be in act,” and that 
“this happens when it can operate of itself. And, 
even then, it is in potency, but not absolutely, 
as before learning and discovering.” Now, the 
possible intellect is said to be each thing inas- 
much as it receives the intelligible species of 
each thing. To the fact, therefore, that it re- 
ceives the species of intelligible things it owes its 
being able to operate when it wills, but not so 
that it be always operating; for even then is it 
in potency in a certain sense, though otherwise 
than before the act of understanding—namely, 
in the sense that whoever has habitual knowl- 
edge is in potency to actual consideration. 

The foregoing opinion is also opposed to rea- 
son. For what is received into something is re- 
ceived according to the mode of the recipient. 
But the intellect is of a more stable nature, and 
is more immovable than corporeal matter. If, 
therefore, corporeal matter holds the forms 
which it receives, not only while it actually does 
something through them, but also after ceasing 
to act through them, much more does the intel- 
lect receive the species unchangeably and last- 
ingly, whether it receive them from things sensi- 
ble or derive them from some superior intellect. 
Thus, therefore, if we take memory only for the 
power of retaining species, we must say that it 
is in the intellectual part. 

But if in the notion of memory we include its 
object as something past, then the memory is 
not in the intellectual, but only in the sensitive 
part, which apprehends individual things. For 
past, as past, since it signifies being under a 
condition of fixed time. is something individual. 

Reply Obj. 1. Memory, if considered as reten- 
tive of species, is not common to us and other 
animals. For species are not retained in the sen- 
sitive part of the soul only, but rather in the 
body and soul united, since the memorative 
power is the act of some organ. But the intellect 
in itself is retentive of species, apart from the 
association of any corporeal organ. And so the 
Philosopher says! that ‘‘the soul is the seat of 
the species. not the whole soul, but the intellect.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The condition of past may be 
referred to two things—namely, to the object 
which is known, and to the act of knowledge. 
These two are iound together in the sensitive 
part, which apprehends something trum the fact 
of its being changed by a present sensible; and 
so at the same time an animal remembers to 
have sensed before in the past, and to have 
sensed some past sensible thing. But as concerns 
the intellectual part, the past is acidental, and 
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is not in itself a part of the object of the intel- 
lect. For the intellect understands man, as man; 
and to man, as man, it is accidental that he exist 
in the present, past, or future. But on the part 
of the act, the condition of past, even as such, 
may be understood to be in the intellect, as 
well as in the senses. Because our soul’s act of 
understanding is an individual act, existing in 
this or that time, according as a man is said to 
understand now, or yesterday, or tomorrow. 
And this is not incompatible with the intellectual 
nature, for such an act of understanding, though 
something individual, is yet an immaterial act, 
as we have said above of the intellect (Q. Lxxvt1, 
A. 1); and therefore, as the intellect understands 
itself, though it be itself an individual intellect, 
so also it understands its act of understanding, 
which is an individual act, in the past, present, 
or future. In this way, then, the notion of 
memory, In as far as it regards past events, is 
preserved in the intellect, according as it under- 
stands that it previously understood: but not in 
the sense that it understands the past as some- 
thing dere and now. 

Reply Obj. 3. The intelligible species are 
sometimes in the intellect only in potency, and 
then the intellect is said to be in potency. Some- 
times the intelligible species is in the intellect as 
regards the ultimate completion of the act, and 
then it understands in act. And sometimes the 
intelligible species is in a middle state, between 
potency and act, and then we have habitual 
knowledge. In this way the intellect retains the 
species even when it does not understand in act. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Intellectual Memory 
Is a Power Distinct From the Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual memory is dis- 
tinct from the intellect. 

Objection 1, For Augustin: (De Trin x, 11)? 
assigns to the mind memory, understanding, 
and will. But it is clear that the memory is a 
distinct power from the will. Therefore it is also 
distinc’ from the intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, the reason of distinction 
among the powers in the sensitive part is the 
same as in the intellectual part. But memory in 
the sensitive part is distinct from sense, as we 
have said (Q. Lxxvitl, A. 4). Therefore memory 
in the intellectual part is distinct from the intel- 
lect. 

Obj. 3 Further, according to Augustine (De 
Trin. x, 11; xi, 7),2 memory, understanding, and 
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will are equal to one another, and one arises 
from the ather, But this could not be if memory 
and intellect were the same power. Therefore 
they are not the same power. 

On the contrary, From its nature the memory 
is the treasury or storehouse of species. But the 
Philosopher' attributes this to the intellect, as 
we have said (A. 6 ans. 1). Therefore the 
memory is not another power from the intel- 
lect. 

I answer that, As has been said above (a. 
LXXXVII, A, 3), the powers of the soul are dis- 
tinguished by the different aspects of their ob- 
jects, since each power is defined in reference 
to that thing to which it is directed and which is 
its object. It has also been said above (Q. LIX, A. 
4) that if any power by its nature be directed 
to an object according to the common aspect 
of the object, that power will not be differen- 
tiated according to the individual differences of 
that object; just as the power of sight, which re- 
gards its object under the common aspect of 
colour 1s not differentiated by differences of 
black and white. Now, the intellect regards its 
object under the common aspect of being, since 
the possible intellect 1s that which becomes all 
things. And so the possible intellect is not dif- 
ferentiated by any difference of being. Never- 
theless there is a distinclion between the power 
of the agent intellect and of the possible intel- 
lect, because as regards the same object, the 
active power which makes the object to be in 
act must be distinct from the passive power, 
which is moved by the object existing in act. 
Thus the active power 1s compared to its object 
as a being in act is to a being in potency, where- 
as the passive power. on the contrary, is com- 
pared to its object as a being in potency is to a 
being in act. 

Therefore there can be no other difference of 
powers in the intellect, but that of possible and 
agent. And so it is clear that memory is not a 
distinct power from the intellect, for it belongs 
to the nature cf a passive power to retain as well 
as to receive. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although it is said (3 Sent., p, 
1) that memory, intellect, and will are three 
powers, this is not in accordance with the mean- 
ing of Augustine, who says expressly (De Trin. 
xiv)? that “if we take memory, intelligence, and 
will as always present in the soul, whether we 
actually reflect upon them or not, they seem to 
pertain to the memory only. And by intelligence 
I mean that by which we understand when ac- 


1 Soul, 11, 4 (429%27). 
2 Chap. 7 (PL 42, 1043). 


4ar 


tually thinking; and by will I mean that love or 
affection which unites the child and its parent.” 
From this it is clear that Augustine does not 
take the above three for three powers, but by 
memory he understands the soul’s habit of re- 
tention, by intelligence, the act of the intellect, 
and by will the act of the will, 

Reply Obj. 2. Past and present may differen- 
tiate the sensitive powers, but not the intellec- 
tual powers, for the reason given above. 

Reply Obj. 3. Intelligence arises from mem- 
ory, just as act from habit; and in this way it is 
equal to it, but not as a power to a power. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Reason Is a Power 
Distinct From the Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that the reason is a power distinct 
from the intellect. 

Objection 1. For it is stated in De Spiritu et 
Anima’ that “when we wish to rise from lower 
things to higher, first the sense comes to our aid, 
then imagination, then reason, then the intel- 
lect.” Therefore the reason is distinct from the 
intellect, just as imagination is from sense. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6),4 that intellect is compared to reason, as 
eternity to time. But it does not pertain to the 
same power to be in eternity and to be in time. 
Therefore reason and intellect are not the same 
power. 

Obj. 3. Further, man has intellect in common 
with the angels, and sense in common with the 
brutes. But reason, which is proper to man, from 
which he is called a rational animal, is a power 
distinct from sense. Therefore is it equally true 
to say that it is distinct from the intellect, which 
properly belongs to the angel. Hence they are 
called intellectual. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
iii, 20)5 that “that in which man excels irra- 
tional animals is reason, or mind, or intelligence, 
or whatever appropriate name we like to give it.” 
Therefore reason, intellect, and mind are one 
power. ' 

T answer that, Reason and intellect in man 
cannot be distinct powers. We shall understand 
this clearly if we consider their respective ac- 
tions. For to understand is simply to apprehend 
intelligible truth, and to reason is to advance 
from one thing understood to another, so as to 
know an intelligible truth. And therefore angels 
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who, according to their nature, possess perfect 
knowledge of intelligible truth, have no need to 
advance from one thing to another, but appre- 
hend the truth simply and without mental dis- 
cursion, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii).! 
But man arrives at the knowledge of intelligible 
truth by advancing from one thing to another, 
and therefore he is called rational. Reasoning, 
therefore, is compared to understanding as 
movement is to rest, or acquisition to posses- 
sion, of which one belongs to the perfect, the 
other to the imperfect. And since movement al- 
ways proceeds from something immovable and 
ends in something at rest, hence it is that human 
reasoning, by way of inquiry and discovery, ad- 
vances from certain things simply understood— 
namely, the first principles; and, again, by way 
of judgment returns by analysis to first prin- 
ciples, in the light of which it examines what it 
has found. Now it is clear that rest and move- 
ment are not to be referred to different powers, 
but to one and the same, even in natural things, 
since by the same nature a thing is moved to- 
wards a certain place, and rests in that place. 
Much more, therefore, by the same power do we 
understand and reason. And so it is clear that 
in man reason and intellect are the same power. 

Reply Obj. 1. That enumeration is made ac- 
cording to the order of actions, not according to 
the distinction of powers. Moreover, that book 
is not of great authority. 

Reply Obj. 2. The answer is clear from what 
we have said. For eternity is compared to time 
as immovable to movable. And thus Boéthius 
compared the intellect to eternity, and reason 
to time. 

Reply Obj. 3. Other animals are so much 
lower than man that they cannot attain to the 
knowledge of truth. which reason seeks. But 
man attains, although imperfectly, to the 
knowledge of intelligible truth, which angels 
know. Therefore in the angels the power of 
knowledge is not of a different genus from that 
which is in the human reason, but is compared 
to it as the perfect to the imperfect. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether the Higher and Lower Rea- 
son Are Distinct Powers? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
would seem that the higher and lower reason are 
distinct powers. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
xii, 4),? that the image of the Trinity is in the 
higher part of the reason, and not in the lower. 
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But the parts of the soul are its powers. There- 
fore the higher and lower reason are two-powers. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing arises from itself. 
Now, the lower reason arises from the higher, 
and is ruled and directed by it. Therefore the 
higher reason is another power from the lower. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
the scientific part of the soul, by which the soul 
knows necessary things, is another principle, and 
another part from the opinionative and reason- 
ing part by which it knows contingent things. 
And he proves this from the principle that “for 
those things which are generically different, gen- 
erically different parts of the soul are ordained.” 
Now contingent and necessary are generically 
different, as corruptible and incorruptible. Since, 
therefore, necessary is the same as eternal, and 
temporal the same as contingent, it seems that 
what the Philosopher calls the scientific part 
must be the same as the higher reason, which, 
according to Augustine‘ is intent on “the con- 
sideration and consultation of things eternal’; 
and that what the Philosopher calls the reason- 
ing or opinionative part is the same as the lower 
reason, which, according to Augustine, is intent 
on the disposal of temporal things. Therefore 
the higher reason is another power than the 
lower. 

Obj. 4. Further, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. ii)® that “opinion rises from imagination; 
then the mind by judging of the truth or error 
of the opinion discerns the truth; whence mens 
(mind) is derived from metiendo (measuring). 
And therefore the intellect regards those things 
which are already subject to judgment and true 
decision.” Therefore the opinionative power, 
which is the lower reason, is distinct from the 
mind and the intellect, by which we may under- 
stand the higher reason. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xii, 4)® that the higher and lower reason are only 
distinct by their functions. Therefore they are 
not two powers. 

I answer that, The higher and lower reason, 
as they are understood by Augustine, can in 
no way be two powers of the soul. For he says 
that the higher reason is ‘that which is intent 
of) the contemplation and consultation of things 
eternal,” since in contemplation it sees them 
In themselves, and in consultation it takes its 
rules of action from them. But he calls the lower 
reason “that which js intent on the disposal of 
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temporal things.” Now these two—namely, eter- 
nal and temporal—are related to our knowledge 
in this way, that one of them is the means of 
knowing the other. For by way of discovery we 
come through knowledge of temporal things to 
that of things eternal, according to the words of 
the Apostle (Rom. 1. 20), The invisible things 
of God are clearly seen, being understood by 
the things that are made; while by way of judg- 
ment, from eternal things already known, we 
judge of temporal things, and according to 
rules of things eternal we dispose of temporal 
things. 

But it may happen that the medium and what 
is attained thereby belong to different habits. 
just as the first indemonstrable principles be- 
long to the habit of intellect, whereas the con- 
clusions which we draw from them belong to the 
habit of science. And so it happens that from 
the principles of geometry we draw a conclusion 
in another science—for example, perspective. 
But both medium and term pertain to the same 
power of reason. For the act of the reason is, as 
it were, a movement from one thing to another. 
But the same movable thing passes through the 
medium and reaches the end. And hence the 
higher and lower reasons are one and the same 
power. But according to Augustine! they are 
distinguished by the functions of their actions, 
and according to their various habits, for wis- 
dom is attributed to the higher reason, science 
to the lower. 

Reply Obj. 1. We can speak of parts. in what- 
ever way a thing is divided. And so far us reason 
is divided according to its various acts, the 
higher and lower reason are called parts; but 
not because they are different powers. 

Reply Obj 2. The lower reason is said to flow 
from the higher, or to be ruled by it, in so far 
as the principles made use of by the lower rea- 
son are drawn from and directed by the prin- 
ciples of the higher reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. The scientific part, of which the 
Philosopher speaks, is not the same as the 
higher reason, for necessary truths are found 
even among temporal things, of which natural 
Science and mathematics treat. And the opin- 
ionative and ratiocinative part is more limited 
than the lower reason, for it regards only things 
contingent. Neither must we say, without any 
qualification, that a power by which the intel- 
lect knows necessary things is distinct from a 
power by which it knows contingent things, be- 
cause it knows both under the same objective 
aspect—namely, under the aspect of being and 

10>. cit., xu, 4, 24 (PL 42, 1000, 1009). 


423 
truth. Thus it perfectly knows necessary things, 
which have perfect being in truth, since it pene- 
trates to their very quiddity, from which it 
demonstrates their proper accidents. On the 
other hand, it knows contingent things, but im- 
perfectly, just as they have but imperfect being 
and truth. Now perfect and imperfect in the ac- 
tion do not vary the power, but they vary the 
actions as to the mode of acting, and conse- 
quently the principles of the actions and the 
habits themselves. And therefore the Philos- 
opher postulates two lesser parts of the soul— 
namely, the scientific and the ratiocinative, not 
because they are two powers, but because they 
are distinct according to a different aptitude for 
recelving various habits, concerning the variety 
of which he inquires. For contingent and neces- 
sary, though differing according to their proper 
genera, nevertheless agree in the common aspect 
of being, which the intellect considers, and to 
which they are variously compared as perfect 
and imperfect. 

Reply Obj. 4. That distinction given by Dam- 
ascene is according to the variety of acts, not 
according to the variety of powers. For opinion 
signifies an act of the intellect which leans to 
one side of a contradiction, though with fear of 
the other. But to judge or measure (mensurare) 
is an act of the intellect applying principles 
which are certain Lo examine propositions. From 
this is taken the word mens (mind). Lastly, to 
understand is to adhere to the formed judgment 
with approval. 


ARTICLE 10. Whether Intelligence Is a 
Power Distinct From Intellect? 

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
would scem that the intelligence is another 
power than the intellect. 

Objection 1. For we read in De Spiritu et 
Anima’ that ‘‘when we rise from lower to higher 
things, first the sense comes to our aid, then 
imagination, then reason, then intellect, and 
afterwards intelligence.” But imagination and 
sense are distinct powers. Therefore also intel- 
Ject and intelligence are distinct. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
v, 4)? that “sense considers man in one way, 
imagination in another, reason in another, in- 
telligence in another.” But intellect is the same 
power as reason. Therefore, it seems, intelligence 
is a distinct power from intellect, as reason is 
a distinct power from imagination or sense. 
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Obj. 3. Further, “actions come before powers, 
as the Philosopher says.’ But intelligence is an 
act separate from others attributed to the in- 
tellect. For Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. ii)? 
that “the first movement is called intelligence; 
but that intelligence which is about a certain 
thing is called intention; that which remains and 
conforms the soul to that which is understood is 
called cogitation, and cogitation when it remains 
in the same man, examining and judging of it- 
self, is called phronesis (that is, wisdom), and 
phronesis if dilated makes thought, that is, 
orderly internal speech; from which, they say, 
comes speech expressed by the tongue.” There- 
fore it seems that intelligence is some special 
power. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“intelligence is of indivisible things in which 
there is nothing false.” But the knowledge of 
these things belongs to the intellect Therefore 
the intelligence is not another power than the 
intellect. 

I answer that, This word intelligence properly 
signifies the intellect’s very act, which is to 
understand. However. in some works translated 
from the Arahic, the separate substances! which 
we call angels are called Intelligences, and per- 
haps for this reason, that such substances are 
always actually understanding. But in works 
translated from the Greek.® they are called In- 
tellects or Minds. Thus intelligence is not dis- 
tinct from intellect, as power is from power, but 
as act is from power. And such a division is 
recognized even by the philosophers ® For some- 
times they assign four intellects—namely, the 
agent and possible intellects, the intellect in 
habit, and the actual intellect. Of these four the 
agent and possible intellects are different powers, 
just as in all things the active power is distinct 
from the passive. But three of these are dis- 
tinguished as three states of the possible in- 
tellect. which is sometimes in potency only, 
and thus it is called possible; sometimes it 1s 
in the first act, which is knowledge, and thus 
it is called intellect in habit; and sometimes 
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it is in the second act, which is to consider, 
and thus it is called intellect in act, or actual 
intellect. 

Reply Obj. 1. If this authority is accepted, in- 
telligence there means the act of the intellect. 
And thus it is divided against intellect as act 
against power. 

Reply Obj. 2. Boéthius takes intelligence as 
meaning that act of the intellect which tran- 
scends the act of the reason. And so he also says 
that reason alone belongs to the human race, as 
intelligence alone belongs to God, for it belongs 
to God to understand all things without any in- 
vestigation. 

Reply Obj. 3. All those acts which Damascene 
enumerates belong to one power—namely, the 
intellectual power. For this power first of all 
appreliends something absolutely; and this act 
is called intelligence. Secondly, it directs what 
it apprehends to the knowledge of something 
else, or to some operation; and this is called in- 
tention And when it goes on in search of what 
it intends, it is called cogitation. When, by ref- 
erence to something known for certain, it ex- 
amines what it has cogitated, it is said to know 
or to be wise, which belongs to phronesis or 
wisdom; for “it belongs to the wise man to 
judge.” as the Philosopher says.‘ And when once 
it has obtained something for certain, as being 
fully examined, it thinks about the means of 
making it known to others; and this is the order- 
ing of interior speech, from which proceeds ex- 
ternal speech. For not every difference of acts 
makes the powers vary, but only what cannot 
be reduced to the one same principle, as we have 
said above (Q. LXXVIII, A. 4). 


ARTICLE 11. Whether the Speculative and 
Practical Intellects Are Distinct Powers? 


We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
would seem that the specu! :tive and practical 
intellects are distinct powers. 

Objection 1. For the apprehensive and mov- 
ing are diflerent kinds of powers, as is clear 
from ‘he book on the Soul.’ But the speculative 
intellect is merely an apprehensive power, while 
the practical intellect is a moving power. There- 
fore they are distinct powers. 

Obj 2. Further, the different nature of the ob- 
ject differentiates the power But the object of 
the speculative intellect is truth, and of the 
practical is good, which differ in nature. There- 
fore the speculative and practical intellect are 
distinct powers. 
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Obj. 3. Further, in the intellectual part, the 
practical intellect is compared to the specula- 
tive, as the estimative is to the imaginative 
power in the sensitive part. But the estimative 
differs from the imaginative as power from 
power, as we have said above (9. LXxvutr, A. 4). 
Therefore also the speculative intellect differs 
from the practical. 

On the contrary, The speculative intellect by 
extension becomes practical.! But one power is 
not changed into another. Therefore the specula- 
tive and practical intellects are not distinct 
powers. 

I answer that, The speculative and practical 
intellects are not distinct powers. The reason of 
which is that, as we have said above (Q. LXXVII, 
A. 3), What is accidental to the nature of the 
object of a power does not differentiate that 
power. For it is accidental to a thing coloured 
to be man, or to be great or small; hence all such 
things are apprehended by the same power of 
sight. Now, to a thing apprehended by the in- 
tellect, it is accidental whether it be directed to 
operation or not, and it is according to this the 
speculative and practical intellects differ, For 
it is the speculative intellect which directs what 
it apprehends, not to operation, but to the con- 
sideration of truth, while the practical intellect 
is that which directs what it apprehends to 
operation. And this is what the Philosopher 
says.’ that “the speculative differs from the 
practical in its end.” Hence each is named from 
its end: the one speculative, the other practical 
—that is, operative. 

Reply Oj. 1. The practical intellect is a mov- 
ing power not as executing movement, but as 
directing towards it; and this belongs to it ac- 
cording to its mode of apprehension. 

Reply Obj. 2. Truth and good include one an- 
other; for truth is something good. otherwise it 
would not be desirable; and good is something 
true, otherwise it would not be intelligible. 
Therefore just as the object of the appetite may 
be something true, as having the aspect of good, 
for example, when some once desires to know the 
truth. so the object of the practical intellect 1s 
good directed to operation, and under the aspect 
of truth. For the practical intellect knows truth, 
just as the speculative, but it directs the known 
truth to operation. 

Reply Obj. 3. Many differences differentiate 
the sensitive powers which do not differentiate 
the intellectual powers, as we have said above 
(A. 7, ANS. 2, Q. LXXVII, A. 3, ADS. 4). 


1 Aristotle, Sou}, m1, 10 (433"14). 
2 Ibid. 
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ARTICLE 12. Whether Synderesis Is a Special 
Power of the Soul Distinct From the Others? 


We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article: It 
would seem that synderesis is a special power, 
distinct from the others. 

Objection 1. For those things which fall under 
one division seem to be of the same genus. But 
in the gloss of Jerome on Ezech. 1. 6° synderesis 
is divided against the irascible, the concupis- 
cible, and the rational, which are powers. There- 
fore synderesis is a power. 

Obj. 2. Further, opposite things are of the 
same genus. But synderesis and sensuality seem 
to be opposed to one another because synderesis 
always inclines to good, while sensuality always 
inclines to evil; hence it is signified by the ser- 
pent, as is clear from Augustine (De Trin, xii, 
12, 13).4 It seems, therefore, that synderesis is 
a power just as sensuality is. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. 
ii, 10)° that in the natural power of judgment 
there are certain “rules and seeds of virtue, both 
true and unchangeable.” And this is what we call 
synderesis. Since, therefore, the unchangeable 
rules which guide our judgment belong to the 
reason as to its higher part, as Augustine says 
(De Trin. xii, 2,)® it seems that synderesis is 
the same as reason. And thus it is a power. 

On the contrary, According to the Philos- 
opher’ “rational powers regard opposite things.” 
But synderesis does not regard opposites, but 
inclines to good only. Therefore synderesis is 
not a power. For if it were a power it would be 
a rational power, since it is not found in brute 
animals. 

7 answer that, Synderesis is not a power but 
a habit, though some held® that it is ‘‘a power 
higher than reason,” while others said® that it 
is “reason itself, not as reason, but as a nature.” 
In order to make this clear we must observe 
that, as we have said above (A. 8), man’s act 
of reasoning, since it is a kind of movement, 
proceeds from the understanding of certain 
things—namely. those which are naturally 
known without any investigation on the part of 
reason, as from an immovable principle,—and 
ends also at the understanding, since by means 

3 Glossa ordin., (iv, 210E). Jerome, Jn Ezech. 1, on 1.5 
(PL 25, 22). 

4PL 42, 1007, 1009. 

EPL 32, 1256. 6 PL 42, ogg. 

7 Metaphysics, 1X, 2 (1046s). 

5 Wm. of Auxerre, Summa Aurea, 1, 12, 1 (fol. 65 vb), 
who is followed by Roland of Cremana and John of Ro- 
chelle. (See text cited by Lottin, RNP (1926) p. 446). 

* Cf. Alexander of Hales, Sum. Theol., 1-11, n. 418 (QR 
II, 493) — See Lottin, RNP (1927) p. 26s. 
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of those principles naturally known we judge of 
those things which we have discovered by rea- 
soning. Now it is clear that, as the speculative 
reason reasons about speculative things, so the 
practical reason reasons about practical things. 
Therefore we must have bestowed on us by na- 
ture not only speculative principles, but also 
practical principles. Now the first speculative 
principles bestowed on us by nature do not be- 
long to a special power, but to a special habit, 
which is called “the understanding of prin- 
ciples,” as the Philosopher explains.’ And so also 
the first practical principles, bestowed on us by 
nature. do not belong to a special power, but to 
a special natural habit, which we call synderesis. 
And so synderesis is said to stir up to good, and 
to murmur at evil, since through first principles 
we proceed to discover, and judge of what we 
have discovered. It is therefore clear that syn- 
deresis is not a power. but a natural habit. 

Reply Obj. 1. The division given by Jerome 
is taken from the variety of acts, and not from 
the variety of powers; and various acts can be- 
long to one power. 

Reply Obj. 2. In like manner, the opposition 
of sensuality (o synderesis is an opposition of 
acts, and not of the different species of one 
genus. 

Reply Obj. 3. Those unchangeable notions 
are the first practical principles, concerning 
which no one errs; and they are attributed to 
reason as to a power, and to synderesis as to 
a habit. And thus we judge naturally both by 
our reason and by synderesis. 


ARTICLE 13. Whether Conscience Is a Power? 


We proceed thus to the Thirteenth Article: 
It would seem that conscience is a power. 

Objection 1. For Origen says® that conscience 
is ‘‘a correcting and guiding spirit accompanying 
the soul, by which it is led away from evil and 
made to cling to good.” But in the soul, spirit 
designates a power—either the mind itself, ac- 
cording to the text (Eph. 4. 13). Be ye renewed 
in the spirit of vour mind—or the imagination, 
from which imaginary vision is called “spir- 
itual,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vii, 7, 
24).3 Therefore conscience is a power. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing is a subject of sin 
except a power of the soul But canscience is a 
subject of sin; for it is said of soine that their 
mind and conscience are defiled (Titus 1. 15). 
Therefore it seems that conscience is a power. 

1 Ethics, vi, © (114159). 

2 Commentary on Rom., 2.15 (PG 14, 892). 

4 PL 34, 459, 474. 
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Obj. 3. Further, conscience must of necessity 
be either an act, a habit, or a power. But it is 
not an act, for thus it would not always exist in 
man. Nor is it a habit, for conscience is not one 
thing but many, since we are directed in our 
actions by many habits of knowledge. There- 
fore conscience is a power, 

On the contrary, Conscience can be Jaid aside. 
But a power cannot be laid aside. Therefore 
conscience is not a power. 

I answer that, Properly speaking conscience 
is not a power, but an act. This is evident both 
from the very name and from those things which 
in the common way of speaking are attributed 
to conscience For conscience, according to the 
very nature of the word, implies the relation of 
knowledge to something; for conscience may be 
resolved into cum alio scientia [that is, knowl- 
edge applied to an individual case]. But the ap- 
plication of knowledge to something is done by 
some act. And thus, from this explanation of 
the name it is clear that conscience is an act. 

The same is manifest from those things which 
are attributed to conscience. For conscience is 
said to witness, to bind, or stir up, and also to 
accuse. torment, or rebuke. And all these follow 
the application of knowledge or science to what 
we do, which application is made in three ways. 
One way in so far as we recognize that we have 
done or not done something. Thy conscience 
knoweth that thou hast often spoken evil of 
others (Eccles. 7. 23), and according to this, 
conscience is said to witness. In another way, so 
far as through the conscience we judge that 
something should be done or not done, and in 
this sense, conscience is said to stir up or to 
bind. In the third way, so far as by conscience 
we ,judge that something done is well done or 
ill done, and in this sense conscience is said to 
excuse, accuse. or torment. Now, it is clear that 
all these things follow the actual application of 
knowledge to what we do. % herefore, properly 
speaking, conscience denominates an act. But 
since habit is a principle of act. sometimes the 
name conscience is given to the first natural 
hahit --namely, synderesis: thus Jerome calls 
synderesis conscience (Gloss. Ezech. 1. 6) ;4 
Basil. the “natural power of judgment,” and 
Damascene® says that it is the “Jaw of our in- 
tellect.” For it is customary for causes and ef- 
fects to be called after one another. 

Reply Obj. 1. Conscience is called a spirit, so 


4Glossa ordin. (Iv, 210F); Jerome, Jn Excch. 1, on 1.6 
(PL 25, 22). 

Hom. xu, [n Princ. Prov. (PG 31, 404). 
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far as spirit is the same as mind, because con- 
science is a certain pronouncement of the mind. 

Reply Obj. 2. The conscience is said to be 
defiled, not as a subject, but as the thing known 
is in knowledge; in so far, that is, as someone 
knows he is defiled. 

Reply Ob;7. 3. Although an act does not al- 
ways remain in itself, yet it always remains in 
its cause, which is power and habit. Now all the 
habits by which conscience is formed, although 
many, nevertheless have their efficacy from one 
first principle, the habit of first principles, which 
is called synderesis. And for this special reason, 
this habit is sometimes called conscience, as we 
have said above. 


QUESTION LXXX 
OF THE APPETITIVE POWERS IN GENERAL 
(In Two Articles) 


NEXT we consider the appetitive powers, con- 
cerning which there are four heads of considera- 
tion: first, the appetitive powers in general; 
second, sensuality (9. Lxxxr); third, the will 
(Q. Lxxxirt); fourth, free choice (Q. LXxxtIr). 
Under the first there are two points of inquiry. 
(1) Whether the appetite should be considered 
a special power of the soul? (2) Whether the 
appetite should be divided into intellectual and 
sensitive as distinct powers? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Appetite Is a 
Special Power of the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the appetite 1s not a special power of 
the soul. 

Objection t. For no power of the soul is to be 
assigned for those things which are common to 
animate and to inanimate things. But to desire is 
common to animate and inanimate things, since 
‘the good is what all desire” as the Philosopher 
says.! Therefore the appetite is not a special 
power of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, powers are differentiated by 
their objects. But what we desire is the same as 
what we know. Therefore the appetitive power 
is not distinct from the apprehensive power. 

Obj. 3. Further, the common is not divided 
from the proper. But each power of the soul 
desires some particular desirable thing—namely, 
its own suitable object. Therefore, with regard 
to this object which is the desirable in general 
we should not assign some particular power dis- 
tinct from the others, called the appetitive 
power. 

1 Ethics, 1, r (1094°3). 
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On the contrary, The Philosopher distin- 
guishes* the appetitive from the other powers. 
Damascene also (De Fid. Orth. ii, 22)* distin- 
guishes the appetitive from the cognitive 
powers. 

I answer that, It is necessary to assign an ap- 
petitive power to the soul. To make this evident, 
we must observe that some inclination follows 
every form; for example, fire, by its form, is in- 
clined to rise, and to generate its like. Now, the 
form is found to be more perfect in those things 
which participate knowledge than in those which 
Jack knowledge. For in those which lack knowl- 
edge, the form is found to determine each thing 
only to its own being—that is, to the being 
natural to each. Therefore this natural form is 
followed by a natural inclination, which is called 
the natural appetite. But in those things which 
have knowledge, each one is determined to its 
own natural being by its natural form, in such 
a manner that it is nevertheless receptive of the 
species of other things; for example, sense re- 
ceives the species of all things sensible, and the 
intellect, of all things intelligible, and thus the 
soul of man is, in a way, all things by sense and 
intellect. And thus those things that have knowl- 
edge, in a way, approach to a likeness to God, 
“in Whom all things pre-exist,” as Dionysius 
says (Div. Nom. v).4 

Therefore, as forms exist in those things that 
have knowledge in a higher manner and above 
the manner of natural forms, 50 must there be 
in them an inclination surpassing the natural in- 
clination, which is called the natural appetite. 
And this superior inclination belongs to the ap- 
petitive power of the soul, through which the 
animal is able to desire what it apprehends, and 
not only that to which it is inclined by its na- 
tural form. And so it is necessary to assign an 
appetitive power to the soul. 

Reply Obj. 1. To desire is found in things 
which have knowledge above the common 
manner in which it is found in all things, as we 
have said above. Therefore it is necessary to as- 
sign to the soul a particular power. 

Reply Obj. 2. What is apprehended and what 
is desired are the same in subject, but differ in 
aspect; for a thing is apprehended as a sensible 
or intelligible being, whereas it is desired as 
suitable or good. Now, it is diversity of aspect 
in the objects, and not material diversity, which 
demands a diversity of powers. 

Reply Obj. 3. Each power of the soul is a 

2 Soul, 11, 3 (414"31); cf. also m1, 10 (433%9). 
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form or nature, and has a natural inclination to 
something. Therefore each power desires by the 
natural appetite that object which is suitable to 
itself. Above this natural appetite is the animal 
appetite, which follows the apprehension, and 
by which something is desired not as suitable 
to the act of this or that power, such as sight 
for seeing, or sound for hearing, but as suitable 
absolutely to the animal. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Sensitive and Intel- 
lectual Appetites Are Distinct Powers? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the sensitive and intellectual 
appetites are not distinct powers. 

Objection 1. For powers are not differentiated 
by accidental differences, as we have seen above 
(Q. LXXVII, A. 3). But it is accidental to the de- 
sirable object whether it be apprchended hy the 
sense or by the intellect. Therefore the sensitive 
and intellectual appetites are not distinct powers. 

Obj. 2. Further, intellectual knowledge is of 
universals, and so it is distinct from sensitive 
knowledge, which is of individual things. But 
there is no place for this distinction in the ap- 
petitive part, for since the appetite 1s a move- 
ment of the soul to individual things, it seems 
that every act of the appetite regards an in- 
dividual thing. Therefore the intellectual ap- 
petite should not be distinguished from the sen- 
sitive. 

Obj, 3. Further, as under the apprehensive 
power, the appetitive is subordinate as a lower 
power, so also is the moving power. But the 
moving power which in man follows the intel- 
lect is not distinct from the moving power which 
in animals follows sense. Therefore, for a like 
reason, neither is there distinction in the appeti- 
tive part. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher distin- 
guishes! a twofold appetite. and says? that the 
higher appetite moves the lower. 

T answer that, We must say that the intel- 
lectual appetite is a distinct power from the sen- 
sitive appetite. For the appetitive power is a 
passive power, which is naturally moved by the 
thing apprehended, ‘‘and thus the desirable thing 
apprehended is a mover which is not moved, 
while the appetite is a mover moved,” as the 
Philosopher says.* Now things passive and mov- 
able are differentiated according to the distinc- 
tion of the corresponding active and moving 
principles, because the moving principle must 


1 Soul, 11, 9 (432%5); also m1, 10 (433%23). 
2 Thed., tt, 11 (434%72). 
§ [id., U1, 10 (43316); Metaphysics, x11, 7 (1072*26). 
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be proportionate to the movable, and the active 
to the passive; indeed, the passive power itself 
has its very nature from its relation to its active 
principle. Therefore, since what is apprehended 
by the intellect and what is apprehended by 
sense are generically different, consequently the 
intellectual appetite is distinct from the sensi- 
tive. 

Reply Obj. 1. It is not accidental to the thing 
desired to be apprehended by the sense or the 
intellect; on the contrary, this belongs to it 
per se, for the desirable thing does not move the 
appetite except as it is apprehended. And so 
differences in the thing apprehended are of 
themselves differences of the desirable thing. 
And so the appetitive powers are distinct ac- 
cording to the distinction of the things appre- 
hended, as according to their proper objects. 

Reply Obj. 2. The intellectual appetite, 
though it tends to things which are singular out- 
side the soul, yet tends to them according to 
some universal aspect, as when it desires some- 
thing because it is good. Hence the Philosopher 
says’ that hatred can pertain to a universal, as 
when “we hate every kind of thief ’ In the same 
way by the intellectual appetite we may desire 
the immaterial good, which is not apprehended 
by sense, such as knowledge, the virtues and 
the like. 

Reply Obj 3. As the Philosopher says,* a uni- 
versal opinion does not move except by means 
of a particular opinion; and in like manner the 
higher appetite moves by means of the lower. 
And therefore there are not two distinct moving 
powers following the intellect and the sense. 


QUESTION LXXXI 
OF SENSUALITY 
(In Three Articles) 


NExtT we have to consider sc isuality, concern- 
ing which there are three points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether sensuality is only an appetitive power? 
(2) Whether it is divided into irascible and con- 
cupiscidle as distinct powers? (3) Whether the 
irascible and concupiscible powers obey reason? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Sensuality Is Only 
Appetitive? 

W'e proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that sensuality is not only appetitive. but 
also cognitive. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
xii, 12)° that “the sensual movement of the soul 


4 Rhetoric, 11, 4 (1382%5). 
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which is directed to the bodily senses is common 
to us and beasts.” But the bodily senses belong 
to the apprehensive powers. Therefore sensual- 
ity is a cognitive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, things which come under one 
division secm to be of one genus. But Augustine 
(De Trin. xii, loc. cit.) divides sensuality 
against the higher and lower reason, which per- 
tain to knowledge. Therefore sensuality also is 
a cognitive power. 

Obj. 3. Further, in man’s temptations sen- 
suality stands in the place of the serpent. But 
in the temptation of our first parents the ser- 
pent presented himself as one giving informa- 
tion and proposing sin, which belong to the cog- 
nitive power. Therefore sensuality is a cognitive 
power. 

On the contrury, Sensuality is defined as “the 
appetite of things pertaining to the body.”? 

I answer that, The name sensuality seems to 
be taken from the sensual movement, of which 
Augustine speaks (De Trin. xii, 12, 13),” just 
as the name of a power Is taken from its act; 
for instance, sight from seeing Now the sensual 
movement is an appetite following sensitive ap- 
prehension. Tor the act of the apprehensive 
power is not so properly called a movement as 
the act of the appetite, since the operation of 
the apprehensive power is completed in the very 
‘act that the thing apprehended is in the one 
that apprehends, while the operation of the ap- 
petitive power is completed in the fact that he 
who desires is borne towards the thing desirable. 
Therefore the operation of the apprehensive 
power is likened to rest, whereas the operation 
of the appetitive power is rather likened to 
movement. Therefore by sensual movement we 
understand the operation of the appetitive 
powcr, <o that sensuality is the name of the sen- 
sitive appetite. 

Reply Obj. 1. By saying that the sensual 
movement of the soul is directed to the bodily 
senses, Augustine does not give us to understand 
that the bodily senses are included in sensuality, 
but rather that the movement of sensuality is 
a certain inclination to the bodily senses, since 
we desire things which are apprehended through 
the bodily senses. And thus the bodily senses 
appertain to sensuality as a kind of prelim- 
inary. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sensuality is divided against 
higher and lower reason, as having in common 
with them the act of movement; for the appre- 
hensive power, to which belong the higher and 


tCt Peter Lombard, Sent., u, d. xx1v, 4 (QRI, 421). 
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lower reason, is 2 moving power, as is appetite, 
to which appertains sensuality. 

Reply Obj. 3. The serpent not only showed 
and proposed sin, but also incited to the com- 
mission of sin. And in this sensuality is signified 
by the serpent. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Sensitive Appetite Is 
Divided Into the Irascible and Concupiscible 
As Distinct Powers? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the sensitive appetite is not 
divided into the irascible and concupiscible as 
distinct powers. 

Objection 1. For the same power of the soul 
regards “‘both sides of a contrariety. as sight 
regards both black and white,” according to the 
Philosopher.* But suitable and harmful are con- 
trarics. Since, then, the concupiscible power re- 
gards what is suitable, while the irascible is con- 
cerned with what is harmful, it seems that 
irascible and concupiscible are the same power 
in the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further. the sensitive appetite regards 
only what is suitable according to the senses, 
But such is the object of the concupiscible 
power. Thercfore there is no sensitive appetite 
differing from the concupiscible. 

Obj. 3. Further, hatred is in the irascible part; 
for Jerome savs on Matt. 13. 33:4 “We ought 
to have the hatred of vice in the irascible 
power.” But hatred js contrary to love. and is 
in the concupiscible part. Therefore the con- 
cupiscible and irascible are the same powers. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa (Nem- 
esius, De Natura Homins)® and Damascene 
(De Fid Orth. ii, 12)° assign two powers to the 
sensitive appetite, the irascible and the con- 
cupiscible parts. 

I answer that, The sensitive appetite is one 
generic power, and is called sensuality; but it 
is divided into two powers, which are species of 
the sensitive appetite—the irascible and the 
concupiscible In order to make this clear, we 
must observe that in natural corruptible things 
there js needed an inclination not only to the ac- 
quisition of what is suitable and to the avoiding 
of what is harmful, but also to resistance against 
corruptive and contrary agencies which are a 
hindrance to the acquisition of what is suit- 
able. and are productive of harm. For ex- 
ample, fire has a natural inclination not only 
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to rise from a lower position, which is unsuit- 
able to it, towards a higher position which 
is suitable, but also to resist whatever de- 
stroys or hinders its action. Therefore, since 
the sensitive appetite is an inclination fol- 
lowing sensitive apprehension, as natural ap- 
petite is an inclination following the natural 
form, there must be two appetitive powers in 
the sensitive part—one through which the soul 
is inclined absolutely to seek what is suitable 
according to the senses, and to fly from what is 
hurtful, and this is called the concupiscible; and 
another by which an animal resists these attacks 
that hinder what is suitable and inflict harm, 
and this is called the irascible. And so we say 
that its object is something arduous, because 
its tendency is to overcome and rise above ob- 
stacles. 

Now these two are not to be reduced to one 
principle, for sometimes the soul busies itself 
with unpleasant things against the inclination of 
the concupiscible appetite in order that. follow- 
ing the impulse of the irascible appetite, it may 
fight against obstacles. Hence also the passions 
of the irascible appetite seem to go against the 
passions of the concupiscible appetite. since con- 
cupiscence, on being roused, diminishes angcr, 
and anger being roused, diminishes concupiscence 
in many cases. This is clear also from the fact 
that the irascible is, as it were,the champion and 
defender of the concupiscible, when it rises up 
against what hinders the acquisition of the suit- 
able things which the concupiscible desires, or 
against what inflicts harm. from which the con- 
cupiscible flies. And for this reason all the pas- 
sions of the irascible appetite rise from the pas- 
sions of the concupiscible appetite and ter- 
minate in them; for instance. anger rises from 
sadness, and having wrought vengeance, ter- 
minates in joy. For this reason also the quarrels 
of animals are about things concupiscible— 
namcly, food and sex, as the Philosopher says.! 

Reply Obj. 1. The concupiscible power re- 
gards both what is suitable and what is unsuit- 
able. But the object of the irascible power is to 
resist the onslaught of the unsuitable. 

Reply Obj. 2. As in the apprehensive powers 
of the sensitive part there is an estimative 
power, which }-erceives those things which do 
not change the senses, as we have said above 
(Q. LXXVIII, A. 2), SO also in the sensitive ap- 
petite there is a certain appetitive power which 
regards something as suitable not because it 
pleases the senses, but because it is useful to 

! History of Animals, vii, x (589"2); cf. vil, 18 (5718); 
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the animal for self-defence; and this is the 
irascible power. 

Reply Obj. 3. Hatred belongs absolutely to 
the concupiscible appetite, but by reason of the 
strife which arises from hatred, it may pertain 
to the irascible appetite. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Irascible and Concu- 
piscible Appetites Obey Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the irascible and concupiscible 
appetites do not obey reason. 

Objection 1. For irascible and concupiscible 
are parts of sensuality. But sensuality does not 
obey reason; hence it is signified by the serpent, 
as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12, 13).2 There- 
fore the irascible and concupiscible appetites 
do not obey reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, what obeys a certain thing 
does not resist it. But the irascible and con- 
cupiscible appetites resist reason: according to 
the Apostle (Rom. 7. 23): 7 see another law in 
my members fighting against the law of my 
mind. Therefore the irascible and concupiscible 
appetites do not obey reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the appetitive power is 
inferior to the rational part of the soul, so also 
is the sensitive power. But the sensitive part of 
the soul does not obey reason, for we neither 
hear nor see Just when we wish. Therefore, in 
like manner, neither do the powers of the sensi- 
tive appetite, the irascible and concupiscible, 
obey reason. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. ii, 12)* that “the part of the soul which is 
obedient and amenuble to reason is divided into 
concupiscence and anger.” 

J-answer that, In two ways the irascible and 
concupiscible powers obey the higher part, in 
which are the intellect or reason, and the will: 
first, as to the reason, secondly as to the will. 
They obey the reason in thei: own acts, because 
in other animals the sensitive appetite is na- 
turally moved by the estimative power; for in- 
stance. a shcep, esteeming the wolf as an enemy, 
is afraid. In man the estimative power, as we 
have said above (Q. Lxxviit, A. 4), is replaced 
by the cogitative power, which is called by some 
the particular reason, because it compares in- 
dividual intentions.‘ Thus in man the sensitive 
appetite is naturally moved by this particular 
reason. But this same particular reason is na- 
turally guided and moved according to the uni- 

2 PL 42, 1007, 1009. 
2 PG 94, 928. 
4 Cf. above, Q. LXXVIN, A. 4. 


FIRST PART Q. 82. ART. 1 


versal reason and so, in syllogistic reasoning 
particular conclusions are drawn from universal 
propositions. Therefore it is clear that the uni- 
versal reason directs the sensitive appetite, 
which is divided into concupiscible and irascible, 
and this appetite obeys it. But because to draw 
particular conclusions from universal principles 
is not the work of the intellect, as such, but of 
the reason, hence it is that the irascible and 
concupiscible are said to obey the reason rather 
than to obey the intellect. Anyone can ex- 
perience this in himself. for by applying certain 
universal considerations, anger or fear or the 
like may be modified or excited. 

To the will also is the sensitive appetite sub- 
ject in execution, which is accomplished by the 
moving power. For in other animals movement 
follows at once the concupiscible and irascible 
appetites; for instance, the sheep, fearing the 
wolf, flies at once, because it has no superior 
counteracting appetite. On the contrary, man is 
not moved at once, according to the irascible 
and concupiscible appetites, but he awaits the 
command of the will, which is the superior ap- 
petite. For wherever there is order among a 
number of moving powers, the second only 
moves by virtue of the first; and so the lower 
appetite is not sufficient to cause movement un- 
less the higher appetite consents And this is 
what the Philosopher says,' that the higher ap- 
petite moves the lower appetite, as the higher 
sphere moves the lower. In this way, therefore, 
the irascible and concupiscible are subject to 
reason. 

Reply Obj, 1. Sensuality is signified by the 
serpent in whal is proper to il as a sensitive 
power. But the irascible and concupiscible 
powers denominate the sensitive appetite rather 
on the part of the act. to which they are led by 
the reason, as we have said. 

Reply Ob; 2. As the Philosopher says,’ “We 
observe in an animal a despotic and a politic 
principle, for the soul dominates the body by 
a despotic power; but the intellect dominates 
the appetite by a politic and royal power.” For 
that power is called despotic whereby a man 
rules his slaves, who have not the right to resist 
in any way the orders of the one that commands 
them, since they have nothing of their own. But 
that power is called politic and royal by which 
aman rules over free subjects, who, though sub- 
ject to the government of the ruler, have never- 
theless something of their own, by reason of 
which they can resist the orders of him who 
commands. And so, the soul is said to rule the 

' Soud, 11, 11 (434"12). 2 Politics, 1, 5 (12542). 
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body by a despotic power because the members 
of the body cannot in any way resist the sway 
of the soul, but at the soul’s command both 
hand and foot, and whatever member is nat- 
urally moved by voluntary movement, are 
moved at once. But the intellect or reason is 
said to rule the irascible and concupiscible by 
a politic power, because the sensitive appetite 
has something of its own, by virtue of which it 
can resist the commands of reason. For the sen- 
sitive appetite is naturally moved not only by 
the estimative power in other animals, and in 
man by the cogitative power which the uni- 
versal reason guides, but also by the imagina- 
tion and sense. And so it is that we experience 
that the irascible and concupiscible powers do 
resist reason, since we sense or imagine some- 
thing pleasant, which reason forbids, or un- 
pleasant, which reason commands. And so from 
the fact that the irascible and concupiscible 
resist reason in something we must not conclude 
that they do not obey. 

Reply Obj. 3. The exterior senses require for 
action exterior sensible things, whereby they are 
changed. and the presence of which is not ruled 
by reason. But the interior powers, both appeti- 
tive and apprehensive. do not require exterior 
things. Therefore they are subject to the com- 
mand of reason. which can not only incite or 
modify the affections of the appetitive power, 
but can also form the phantasms of the imagina- 
tion. 


QUESTION LXXXII 
OF THE WILL 
(In Five Articles) 


WE next consider the will. Under this head there 
are five points of inquiry: (1) Whether the will 
desires something of necessity? (2) Whether it 
desires everything of necessity? (3) Whether it 
is a higher power than the intellect? (4) 
Whether the will moves the intellect? (5) 
Whether the will is divided into irascible and 
concupiscible? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Will Desires 
Something of Necessity? 

We proceed thus to.the First Article: It would 
secm that the will desires nothing of necessity. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says’ that if any- 
thing is necessary it is not voluntary. But what- 
ever the will desires is voluntary. Therefore 
nothing that the will desires is desired of neces- 
sity. 
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Obj. 2. Further, “the rational powers,” ac- 
cording to the Philosopher,! “extend to opposite 
things.”’ But the will is a rational power, be- 
cause, as he says.” ‘the will is in the reason.” 
Therefore the will extends to opposite things, 
and therefore it is determined to nothing of 
necessity. 

Obj. 3. Further, by the will we are masters of 
our own actions. But we are not masters of that 
which is of necessity. Therefore the act of the 
will cannot be necessitated. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 4)? that ‘all desire happiness with one 
will.” Now if this were not necessary, but 
contingent, there would at least be a few excep- 
tions. Therefore the will desires somcthing 
of necessity. 

I answer that, The word necessity is em- 
ployed in many ways. For that which cannot 
not be is necessary. Now that a thing must be 
may belong to it by an intrinsic principle: either 
material, as when we say that everything com- 
posed of contraries is of necessity corruptible; 
or formal, as when we say that it is necessary 
for the three angles of a triangle to be equal to 
two right angles. And this is natural and abso- 
lute necessity. In another way, that a thing 
must be, belongs to it by reason of something 
extrinsic, which is either the end or the agent 
On the part of the end, as when without it the 
end is not to be attained or so well attained; 
for instance, food is said to he necessary for 
life, and a horse is necessary for a journey. This 
is called necessity of end, and sometimes also 
utility On the part of the agent. a thing must 
he, when someone is forced by some agent, so 
that he is not able to do the contrary This is 
called necessity of coercion. 

Now this necessity of coercion is altogether 
contrary to the will For we call that violent 
which is against the inclination of a thing. But 
the very movement of the will is an inclination 
to something. Therefore, as a thing is called 
natural because it is according to the inclination 
of nature, so a thing ts called voluntary because 
it is according to the inclination of the will. 
Therefore. just as it is impossible for a thing to 
he at the same time violent and natural, so it is 
impossible for a thing to-be absolutely coerced 
or violent, and voluntary. 

But necessity of end is not contrary to the 
will when the end cannot be attained except 
in one way: thus from the will to cross the 
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sea arises in the will the necessity to wish for a 
ship. 

In like manner neither is natural necessity 
contrary to the will. Indeed. more than this, for 
as the intellect of necessity adheres to the first 
principles, the will must of necessity adhere to 
the last end, which is happiness, since the end is 
in practical matters what the principle is in 
speculative matters, as is stated in the Physics.‘ 
For what befits a thing naturally and immovably 
must be the root and principle of all else per- 
taining to it, since the nature of a thing is the 
first in everything, and every movement arises 
from something immovable. 

Reply Obj. 1. The words of Augustine are to 
be understood of the necessity of coercion. But 
natural necessity does not take away the liberty 
of the will, as he says himself.5 

Reply Obj. 2. The will, so far as it desires a 
thing naturally, corresponds rather to the intel- 
Ject as regards natural principles than to the 
reason, which extends to opposite things. There- 
fore in this respect it is rather an intellectual 
than a rational power. 

Reply Ob7 3. We are masters of our own ac- 
tions by reason of our being able to choose this 
or that But choice regards not the end, but ‘‘the 
means to the end.” as the Philosopher says ® 
Thus the desire of the ultimate end does not re- 
gard those actions of which we are masters. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Will Desires of 
Necessity, Whatever It Desires? 


We procecd thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the will desires all things of 
necessity, whatever it desires. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)* that “evil is outside the scope of the will ” 
Therefore the will tends of necessity to the good 
which is proposed to it. 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of the will is com- 
pared to the will as the mover to the ching mov- 
able. But the movement of the movable neces- 
sarily follows the mover. Therefore it seems 
that the will’s object moves it of necessity. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the thing apprehended hy 
sense is the object of the sensitive appetite, so 
the thing apprehended by the intellect is the ob- 
ject of the intellectual appetite, which is called 
the will. But what is apprehended by the sense 
moves the sensitive appetite of necessity; for 
Augustine says (Gez. ad lit. ix, 14)§ that ‘“an- 
imals are moved by things seen.” Therefore it 
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seems that whatever is apprehended by the in- 
tellect moves the will of necessity. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 
g)' that “it is the will by which we sin and live 
well,” and so the will extends to opposite things. 
Therefore it does not desire of necessity all 
things whatsoever it desires. 

T answer that, The will does not desire of ne- 
cessity whatsoever it desires. In order to make 
this evident we must observe that as the intellect 
naturally and of necessity adheres to the first 
principles, so the will adheres to the last end. as 
we have'said already (a. 1). Now there are some 
things intelligible which have not a necessary 
connection with the first principles. such as con- 
tingent propositions, the denial of which does 
not involve a denial of the first principles. And 
to such the intellect does not assent of necessity. 
But there are some propositions which have a 
necessary connection with the first principles, 
such as demonstrable conclusions, a denial of 
which involves a denial of the first principles. 
And to these the intellect assents of necessity. 
when once it 1s aware, through demonstration, 
of the necessary connection of these conclusions 
with the principles; but it does not assent of 
necessity until through the demonstration it 
recognizes the necessity of such connection It 
is the same with the will. For there are certain 
individual goods which have not a necessary con- 
nection with happiness, because without them a 
man can be happy, and to such the will does not 
adhere of necessity. But there are some things 
which have a necessary connection with happi- 
ness, by means of which things man adheres to 
God, in Whom alone true happiness consists 
Nevertheless, until through the certitude of the 
Divine Vision the necessity of such connection 
be shown, the will does not adhere to God of 
necessity, nor to those things which are of God. 
But the will of the man who sees God in His Es- 
sence of necessity adheres to God, just as now 
we desire of necessity Lo be happy. It is therefore 
clear that the will does not desire of necessity 
whatever it desires. 

Reply Obj. 1, The will can tend to nothing ex- 
cept under the aspect of good. But because good 
is of many kinds, for this reason the will is not 
of necessity determined to one. 

Reply Obj. 2. The mover of necessity causes 
movement in the thing movable when the power 
of the mover exceeds the thing movable, so that 
its entire capacity (possibilitas) is subject to 
the mover. But as the capacity of the will re- 
gards the universal and perfect good, its capaci- 
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ty is not subjected to any individual good. And 
therefore it is not of necessity moved by it. 

Reply Obj. 3. The sensitive power does not 
compare different things with each other, as rea- 
son does, but it apprehends absolutely some one 
thing. Therefore, according to that one thing, 
it moves the sensitive appetite in a determinate 
way. But the reason is a power that compares 
several things together. Therefore from several 
things the intellectual appetite—that is, the will 
—may be moved, but not of necessity from one 
thing. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Will Is a Higher 
Power Than the Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the will is a higher power than 
the intellect. 

Objection 1. For the object of the will is good 
and the end. But the end is the first and highest 
cause. Thercfore the will is the first and highest 
power. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the order of natural things 
we observe a progress from imperfect things to 
perfect. And this also appears in the powers of 
the soul, for sense precedes the intellect, which 
is more noble. Now the act of the will, in the 
natural order, follows the act of the intellect. 
Therefore the will is a more noble and perfect 
power than the intellect. 

Obj 3. Further, habits are proportioned to 
their powers as perfections to what they make 
perfect. But the habit which perfects the will— 
namely, charity—is more noble than the habits 
which perfect the intellect. for it is written (1 
Cor. 13.2): 2f I should know all mysteries, and 
if I should have all faith, and have not charity, 
l am notling. Therefore the will is a higher 
power than the intellect. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher holds the 
intellect to be the highest power of the soul.’ 

T answer that, The superiority of one thing 
over another can be considered in two ways: 
absolutely and relatively. Now a thing is consid- 
ered to be such absolutely which is considered 
such in itself, but relatively as it is such with re- 
gard to something else. If therefore the intellect 
and will be considered with regard to them- 
selves, then the infgllect is the higher power. 
And this is clear if We compare their respective 
objects to one anothdr. For the object of the in- 
tellect is more simple and more absolute than 
the object of the will. since the object of the in- 
tellect is the very notion of good as desirable; 
and the good as desirable, the notion of which is 
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in the intellect, is the object of the will. Now 
the more simple and the more abstract a thing 
is, the nobler and higher it is in itself; and there- 
fore the object of the intellect is higher than the 
object of the will. Therefore, since the proper 
nature of a power is in its order to its object, it 
follows that the intellect in itself and absolutely 
is higher and nobler than the will. 

But relatively and by comparison with some- 
thing else, we find that the will is sometimes 
higher than the intellect, from the fact that the 
object of the will occurs in something higher 
than that in which occurs the object of the intel- 
lect. Thus, for instance, I might say that hearing 
is relatively nobler than sight, in so far as some- 
thing in which there is sound is nobler than 
something in which there is colour, though 
colour is nobler and simpler than sound. For, as 
we have said above (Q. XVI, A. 1; Q. XXVII, A. 
4), the action of the intellect consists in this— 
that the notion of the thing understood is in the 
one who understands, while the act of the will 
consists in this—that the will is inclined to the 
thing itself as it is in itself And therefore the 
Philosopher says in the Afetaphysics' that good 
and evil, which are objects of the will, are in 
things, but truth and error, which are objects of 
the intellect, are in the mind. When, therefore, 
the thing in which there is good is nobler than 
the soul itself, in which is the idea understood, 
by comparison with such a thing the will is 
higher than the intellect. But when the thing 
which is good is less noble than the soul, then 
even in comparison with that thing the intellect 
is higher than the will. Therefore the love of 
God is better than the knowledge of God; but, 
on the contrary, the knowledge of corporeal 
things is better than the love of them. Absolute- 
ly, however, the intellect is nobler than the will. 

Reply Obj. 1. The aspect of cause is perceived 
by comparing one thing to another, and in such 
a comparison the notion of good is found to be 
nobler; but truth signifies something, more ab- 
solute, and extends to the notion of good itself; 
thus, even good is something true. But, again, 
truth is something good, according as the intel- 
lect is a thing, and truth its end And among 
other ends this is the most excellent, as also is 
the intellect among the oth r powers. 

Reply Obj. 2. What pre edes in «der of gen- 
eration and time is less perfect, for in one and 
the same thing potency precedes act, and imper- 
fection precedes perfection. But what precedes 
absolutely and in the order of nature is more per- 
fect, for thus act precedes potency. And in this 
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way the intellect precedes the will, as the mov- 
ing power precedes the thing movable, and as 
the active precedes the passive; for good which 
is understood moves the will. 

Reply Obj. 3. This reason is verified of the 
will as compared with what is above the soul. 
For charity is the virtue by which we love God. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Wil Moves 
the Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the will does not move the in- 
tellect. 

Objection 1. For what move excels and pre- 
cedes what is moved. because what moves is an 
agent, and “the agent is nobler than the patient,” 
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16),? and the 
Philosopher.’ But the intellect excels and pre- 
cedes the will, as we have said above (A. 3). 
Therefore the will does not move the intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, what moves is not moved by 
what is moved. except perhaps accidentally. But 
the intellect moves the will, because the good 
apprehended by the intellect moves without be- 
ing moved, whereas the appetite moves and is 
moved. Therefore the intellect is not moved by 
the will. 

Obj 3. Further, we can will nothing but what 
we understand If, therefore, in order to under- 
stand, the will moves by willing to understand, 
that act of the will must be preceded by another 
act of the intellect, and this act of the intellect 
by another act of the will, and so on indefinitely, 
which is impossible. Therefore the will does not 
move the intellect. 

On the contrary, DamaScene says (De Fid. 
Orth. ii, 26):4 “It is in our power whether to 
learn an art or not.” But a thing is in our power 
by the will, and we learn art by the intellect. 
Therefore the will moves the intellect. 

I answer that, A thing is said to move in two 
ways. First, as an end, for instance, when we say 
that the end moves the doer. In this way the in- 
tellect moves the will, because the good under- 
stood is the object of the will, and moves it as an 
end. Secondly, a thing is said to move as an 
agent, as what alters moves what is altered, and 
what impels moves what is impelled. In this way 
the will moves the intellect. and all the powers 
of the soul, as Anselm says (Eadmer, De Simuli- 
tudinibus).° The reasan is, because wherever we 
have order among a number of active powers, 
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that power which regards the universal end 
moves the powers which regard particular ends. 
And we may observe this both in nature and in 
political things. For the heaven, which aims at 
the universal preservation of things subject to 
generation and corruption moves all inferior 
bodies, each of which aims at the preservation 
of its own species or of the individual). The king 
also, who aims at the common good of the whole 
kingdom, by his rule moves all the governors of 
cities, each of whom rules over his own particu- 
lar city. Now the object of the will is good and 
the end in general, and each power is directed to 
some suitable good proper to it, as sight is di- 
rected to the perception of colour. and the intel- 
lect to the knowledge of truth. Therefore the 
will as an agent moves all the powers of the soul 
to their respective acts, except the natural pow- 
ers of the vegetative part, which are not subject 
to our choice. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intellect may be considered 
in two ways: as apprehensive of universal being 
and truth, and as a thing and a particular power 
having a determinate act. In like manner also 
the will may be considered in two ways: accord- 
ing to the common nature of its object—that is 
tu say, as appetitive of universal good—and as 
a determinate power of the soul having a deter- 
minate act. If. therefore, the intellect and will 
he compared with one another under the aspect 
of the universality of their respective objects, 
then, as we have said ahove (A. 3), the intellect 
is higher and nobler absolutely than the will. If, 
however, we take the intellect according to the 
common nature of its object and the will as a 
determinate power, then again the intellect is 
higher and nobler than the will, because under 
the notion of being and truth which the intellect 
apprehends is contained both the will itself, and 
its act, and its object. Thus the intellect under- 
stands the will, and its act, and its object, just 
as it understands other special things, as stone 
or wood, which are contained in the common 
notion of being and truth. But if we consider the 
will as regards the common nature of its object, 
which is good, and the intellect as a thing and a 
special power, then the intellect itself, and its 
act, and its object, which Is truth, each of which 
is some special good, are contained under the 
common notion of good And in this way the will 
is higher than the intellect, and can move it. 
From this we can easily understand why these 
powers include one another in their acts, because 
the intellect understands that the will wills, and 
the will wills the intellect to understand. In the 
same way good is contained in truth, inasmuch 
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as it is an understood truth, and truth in good, 
inasmuch as it is a desired good. 

Reply Obj. 2. The intellect moves the will in 
one sense, and the will moves the intellect in an- 
other, as we have said above. 

Reply Obj. 3. There is no need to go on in- 
definitely, but we must stop at the intellect as 
preceding all the rest. For every movement of 
the will must be preceded by apprehension, 
whereas every apprehension is not preceded by 
an act of the will; but the principle of counsel- 
ling and understanding is an intellectual princi- 
ple higher than our intellect—namely, God—as 
also Aristole says,’ and in this way he explains 
that there is no need to proceed to infinity. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether We Should Distinguish 
lrascible and Concupiscible Parts in the 
Superior Appetite? 

We procced thus to the Fifth Article: It would 
seem that we ought to distinguish irascible and 
concupiscible parts in the superior appetite, 
which is the will. 

Objection 1. For the concupiscible power is 
so called from concupiscere, to desire, and the 
irascible part from irasct, to be angry. But there 
ls a concupiscence which cannot belong to the 
sensitive appetite, but only to the intellectual, 
which is the will, as the concupiscence of wis- 
dom, of which it is said (Wisd. 6. 21): The con- 
cupiscence of wisdom bringeth to the eternal 
kingdom. There is also a certain anger which 
cannot belong to the sensitive appetite, but only 
to the intellectual, as when our anger is directed 
against vice. Hence Jerome commenting on 
Matt. 13. 33? warns us to have the hatred of 
vice in the irascible part. Therefore we should 
distinguish irascible and concupiscible parts in 
the intellectual soul as well as in the sensitive. 

Obj. 2. Further, as is commonly said, charity 
is in the concupiscible, and hope in the irascible 
part. But they cannot be in the sensitive appe- 
tite, because their objects are not sensible, but 
intellectual. Therefore we must assign an irasci- 
ble and a concupiscible power to the intellectual 
part. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is said (De Spiritu et Ani- 
ma)* that “the soul has these powers” —namely, 
the irascible, concur¥scible, and rational—‘be- 
fore it is united to ti® body.” But no power of 
the sensitive part belgngs to the soul alone, but 
to the soul and body united, as we have said 
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above (Q. LXXVIJ, AA. 5, 8). Therefore the iras- 
cible and concupiscible powers are in the will, 
which is the intellectual appetite. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa (Neme- 
sius, De Nat. Hom.)! says that the irrational 
part of the soul is divided into the desiring and 
irascible, and Damascene says the same (De Fid. 
Orth. ii, 12).2 And the Philosopher says? that 
“the will is in the reason, while in the irrational 
part of the soul are concupiscence and anger, or 
desire and wrath.” 

I answer that, The irascible and concupiscible 
are not parts of the intellectual appetite, which 
is called the will. Because, as was said above (Q. 
LIX, A. 43 Q. LXXIX, A. 7), a power which is di- 
rected to an object according to some common 
notion is not differentiated by special differences 
which are contained under that common notion. 
For instance, because sight regards the visible 
thing under the common notion of something 
coloured, the visual power is not multiplied ac- 
cording to the different kinds of colour; but if 
there were a power regarding white as white, 
and not as something coloured, it would be dis- 
tinct from a power regarding black as black. 

Now the sensitive appetite does not consider 
the common notion of good, because neither do 
the senses apprehend the universal. And there- 
fore the parts of the sensitive appetite are dif- 
ferentiated by the different notions of particular 
good; for the concupiscible is related to its 
proper notion of good, us something pleasant to 
the senses and suitable to nature, whereas the 
irascible is related to the notion of good as 
something that wards off and repels what is hurt- 
ful. But the will regards good according to the 
common notion of good, and therefore in the 
will, which is the intellectual appetite, there Is 
no differentiation of appetitive powers, so that 
there be in the intellectual appetite an irascible 
power distinct from a concupsicible power; just 
as neither on the part of the intellect are the ap- 
prehending powers multiplied, although they are 
on the part of the senses. 

Reply Obj. 1. Love. concupiscence, and the 
like can be understood in two ways. Sometimes 
they are taken as passions—arising, that is, with 
a certain disturbance of the soul. And thus they 
are commonly understood, 2nd in this sense they 
are only in the sensitive} «ppetite They may, 
however, be taken in anotker way, as far as they 
are simple affections without passion or disturb- 
ance of the soul, and thus they are acts of the 


1 Chap. 10 (PG 40, 672), also chap. 17 (076). 
2 PG 04, 928. 
3 Soul, wl, 9 (432"5). 
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will. And in this sense, too, they are attributed 
to the angels and to God. But if taken in this 
Sense, they do not belong to different powers, 
but only to one power, which is called the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. The will itself may be said to be 
irascible, as far as it wills to repel evil not from 
any sudden movement of a passion, but from a 
judgment of the reason. And in the same way 
the will may be said to be concupiscible on ac- 
count of its desire for good. And thus in the 
irascible and concupiscible are charity and hope 
—that is, in the will as ordered to such acts. And 
in this way, too, we may understand the words 
quoted (De Spiritu ct Anima), that the irascible 
and concupiscible powers are in the soul before 
it is united to the body (as long as we under- 
stand priority of nature, and not of time), al- 
though there is no need to have faith in what 
that book says. And so the answer to the third 
objection is clear. 


QUESTION LXXXIII 
OF FREE CHOICE 
(In Four Articles) 


Wr. now inquire concerning free choice. Under 
this head there are four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether man has free choice? (2) What is free 
choice—a power, an act, or a habit? (3) Tf it is 
a power, is it appetitive or cognitive? (4) If it 
is appetitive, is it the same power as the will, or 
distinct? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Afan Has Free Choice? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that man has not free choice. 

Objection 1. For whoever has free choice does 
what he wills. But man does not what he wills, 
for it is written (Rom. 7. 19): For the good 
which I will I do not, but the evil which I will 
not, that I do. Therefore inan has not free 
choice. 

Obj. 2. Further, whoever has free choice has 
in his power to will or not to will, to do or not to 
do. But this is not in man’s power, for it is writ- 
ten (Rom. 9. 16): Jt is not of him that willeth 
—namely, to will—nor of him that runneth— 
namely, to run. Therefore man has not free 
choice. 

Obj. 3. Further “what is free is cause of it- 
self,’ as the Philosopher says.* Therefore what 
is moved by another is not free. But God moves 
the will, for it is written (Prov. 21. 1): The 
heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord; 

4 Metaphysics, 1, 2 (g82"26). 
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whithersoever He will He shall turn it; and 
(Phil. 2. 13): Z# ts God Who worketh in you 
both to will and to accomplish. Therefore man 
has not free choice. 

Obj. 4. Further, whoever has free choice is 
master of his own actions. But man is not mas- 
ter of his own actions: for it is written (Jer. ro. 
23): The way of a man is not his: neither is it 
in a man to walk. Therefore man has not free 
choice. 

Obj. 5. Further, the Philosopher says,! ‘“Ac- 
cording as each one is, such does the end seem to 
him.” But it is not in our power to be of one 
quality or another, for this comes to us from na- 
ture. Therefore it is natural to us to follow some 
particular end, and therefore we do not do so 
from free choice. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 15. 
14): God made man from the beginning, and left 
him in the hand of his own counsel; and the 
gloss adds’: That is ‘of his free choice.” 

T answer that, Man has free choice. Otherwise 
counsels, exhortations, commands, prohibitions, 
rewards and punishments would be in vain. In 
order to make this evident, we must observe 
that some things act without judgment, as a 
stone moves downwards; and in like manner all 
things which lack knowledge. And some act from 
judgment, but not a free judgment; as brute 
animals. For the sheep. seeing the wolf, judges 
it a thing to be shunned, from a natural and not 
a free judgment, because it judges, not from an 
act of comparison, but from natural instinct 
And the same thing is to be said of any judgment 
of brute animals But man acts from judgment 
hecause by his knowing power he judges that 
something should he avoided or sought. But be- 
cause this judgment, in the case of some particu- 
lar act, is not from a natural instinct, but from 
some act of comparison in the reason, therefore 
he acts from free judgment and retains the 
power of being inclined to various things. For 
reason jn contingent matters may follow oppo- 
site courses, as we see in dialectic syllogisms and 
rhetorical arguments. Now particular operations 
are contingent, and therefore in such matters the 
judgment of reason may follow opposite courses, 
and is not determined to one. And since man is 
rational man must have free choice. 

Reply Obj. 1. As we have said above (Q. 
LXXXI, A. 3, Ans. 2), the sensitive appetite, 
though it obeys the reason, yet in a given case 
can resist by desiring what the reason forbids. 
This is therefore the good which man does not 


1 Ethics, i, 5 (1114%32). 
2 Glossa interl. (111, 401v); cf. Glosse ordin. (111, 401E). 
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when he wishes—namely, not to desire against 
reason, as Augustine says.’ 

Reply Obj. 2. Those words of the Apostle are 
not to be taken as though man does not wish or 
does not run of his free choice, but because the 
free choice is not sufficient for this unless it be 
moved and helped by God. 

Reply Obj. 3. Free choice is the cause of its 
own movement, because by his free choice man 
moves himself to act. But it does not of necessi- 
ty belong to liberty that what is free should be 
the first cause of itself, as neither for one thing 
to be cause of another need it be the first cause. 
God, therefore, is the first cause, Who moves 
causes both natural and voluntary. And just as 
by moving natural causes He does not prevent 
their acts being natural, so by moving volun- 
tary causes He does not deprive their actions of 
being voluntary, but rather is He the cause of 
this very thing in them; for He operates in each 
thing according to its own nature. 

Reply Obj. 4. “Man's way” is said “not to be 
his” in the execution of his choice, in which he 
may be impeded, whether he will or not. The 
choice itself, however, is in us, but presupposes 
the help of God. 

Reply Obj 5. Quality in man is of two kinds: 
natural and coming from without. Now the natu- 
ral quality may be in the intellectual part or in 
the body and its powers. From the very fact, 
therefore, that man is such by virtue of a natu- 
ral quality which is in the intellectual part. he 
naturally desires his last end, which is happiness. 
Which, indeed, is a natural desire, and is not 
subject to free choice, as is clear from what we 
have said above (Q. LXXXII, AA. I, 2). But on 
the part of the body and its powers man may be 
such by virtue of a natural quality, in so far as 
he is of such a temperament or disposition due 
to any impression whatever produced by cor- 
poreal causes, which cannot affect the intellec- 
tual part, since it is not the act of a corporeal 
organ. And such as a man ts by virtue of a cor- 
poreal quality. such also does his end seem to 
him, because from such a disposition a man is 
inclined to choose or reject something. But these 
inclinations are subject to the judgment of rea- 
son, which the lower,appetite obeys, as we have 
said (9. LXxxt, A. 3.4 And so this is in no way 
prejudicial to free ch@ce. 

The qualities that Hime from without are hab- 
ifs and passions. by virtue of which a man is in- 
clined to one thing rather than to another. And 


3 Serm. ad Popul., cLIV, 3 (PL 38, 834). Cf. Glossa interl., 
on Rom. 7.19 (vi, 171); cf. also Glossa ordin., on Rom. 
7.23 (VI, 17F). 
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yet even these inclinations are subject to the 
judgment of reason. Such qualities, too, are sub- 
ject to reason, as it is in our power either to ac- 
quire them, whether by causing them or dispos- 
ing ourselves to them, or to reject them. And so 
there is nothing in this that is contrary to the 
freedom of choice. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Free Choice Is a Power? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that free choice is not a power. 

Objection 1. For free choice is nothing but a 
free judgment. But judgment denominates an 
act, not a power. Therefore free choice is not a 
power. 

Obj. 2. Further, free choice is defined as “the 
faculty of the will and reason.’ But faculty de- 
nominates a facility of power, which is due toa 
habit. Therefore free choice is a habit. More- 
over Bernard says (De Gratia et Lib. Arb. 1, 2)? 
that free choice is ‘‘the soul’s habit of disposing 
of itself.” Therefore it is not a power. 

Obj. 3. Further, no natural power is forfeited 
through sin. But free choice is forfeited through 
sin, for Augustine says® that ‘man, by abusing 
free choice, loses both it and himself.” There- 
fore free choice is not a power. 

On the contrary, Nothing but a power, it 
seems, is the subject of a habit. But free choice 
is the subject of grace, by the help of which it 
chooses what is good. Therefore free choice is a 
power. 

I answer that, Although free choice in its strict 
sense denotes an act, in the common manner of 
speaking we call free choice that which is the 
principle of the act by which man judges freely. 
Now in us the principle of an act is both power 
and habit; for we say that we know something 
both by knowledge and by the intellectual power. 
Therefore free choice must be either a power‘ or 
a habit or a power with a habit.° That it is 
neither a habit nor a power together with a hab- 
it, can be clearly proved in two ways. First of 
all, because, if it is a habit, it must be a natural 
habit; for it is natural to man to have a free 
choice. But there is no natural habit in us with 

1 Peter Lombard, Sen/., u, d.,24, chap. 3 (QR 1-421). 
Wm. of Auxerre, St. Thomas (fe Ver Q 24, A. 4, arg. 1) 
and many others attributed tis definition to St. Aug- 
ustine. Cf. Lottin, La Théorie 7 49). 

? PL 182, 1002. cal 

3 Enchiridion, Chap. 30 (PI. by, 2.40). 

4 According to Albert, Summa de Creat,, 1, 70, A. 2 
(BO XXxV, $75). See Lottin, La Théorie (p. 110). 

6 According to Bonaventure, Jn Sent, u, d. 25, pt. 1, 
A.1,9.4(QR it, 601) See Lottin, La Théorie (p. 119). 

6 According to Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1-11, 
a. 390. (QR 11, 486). See Lottin, La Theorie (p. 80). 
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respect to'those things which come under free 
choice; for we are naturally inclined to those 
things of which we have natural habits—for in- 
stance, to assent to first principles, while those 
things to which we are naturally inclined are not 
subject to free choice, as we have said of the de- 
sire of happiness (Q. LXXXIT. AA. I, 2). And so it 
Is against the very notion of free choice that it 
should be a natural habit. And that it should be 
a non-natural habit is against its nature. There- 
fore in no sense is it a habit. 

Secondly, this is clear because “habits are de- 
fined as that by reason of which we are well or 
ill disposed with regard to actions and pas- 
sions’; for by temperance we are well-disposed 
as regards concupiscences, and by intemperance 
i]-disposed; and by knowledge we are well-dis- 
posed to the act of the intellect when we know 
the truth, and by the contrary habit ill-disposed. 
But free choice is indifferent to good or evil 
choice; hence it is impossible for free choice to 
be a habit. Therefore it is a power. 

Reply Obj. 1. It is not unusual for a power to 
be named from its act. And so from this act, 
which is a free judgment, is named the power 
which is the principle of this act. Otherwise, if 
free choice denominated an act, it would not al- 
ways remain in man. 

Reply Obj. 2. Faculty sometimes denominates 
a power ready for operation, and in this sense 
faculty is used in the definition of free choice. 
But Bernard takes habit not as divided against 
power, but as signifying a certain aptitude by 
which a man has some sort of relation to an act. 
And this may be both by a power and by a habit, 
for by a power man Is, as it were, empowered to 
do the action, and by the habit he is apt to act 
weil or ill. 

Reply Obj. 3. Man is said to have lost free 
choice by falling into sin, not as to natural lib- 
erty, which is freedom from coercion, but as re- 
gards freedom from fault a::J unhappiness. Of 
this we shal] treat later in the treatise on Morals 
in the second part of this work (Part 1.-II. a. 
LXXXV ff.; Q. CIx). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Free Choice Is an 
Appetitive Power? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that free choice is not an appetitive, 
but a cognitive power.’ 

Objection 1. For Damascene (De Fid. Orth. 

7 Ethics, u, 5 (rr0525). 

8 Pracpositinus, Wm. of Auxerre, Roland of Cremona 
held this doctrine Cf Lattin, Za Théorie (p. 37, 51, 55). 
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ii, 27)’ says that “free choice straightway ac- 
companies the rational nature.” But reason is a 
cognitive power. Therefore free choice is a 
cognitive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, free choice is so called as 
though it were a free judgment. But to judge is 
an act of a cognitive power. Therefore free 
choice is a cognitive power. 

Obj. 3. Further, the principal function of the 
free choice is to choose. But choice seems to be- 
long to knowledge, because it implies a certain 
comparison of one thing to another, which be- 
longs to the cognitive power. Therefore free 
choice is a cognitive power. 

On. the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
choice is “the desire of those things which are in 
us.” But desire is an act of the appetitive power. 
Therefore choice is also. But free choice is that 
by which we choose, Therefore free choice is an 
appetitive power. 

I answer that, The proper act of free choice is 
election. For we say that we have a free choice 
because we can take one thing while refusing 
another, and this is to choose. Therefore we 
must consider the nature of free choice by con- 
sidering the nature of choice. Now two things 
come together in choice: one on the part of the 
cognitive power, the other on the part of the ap- 
petitive power. On the part of the cognitive 
power, counsel is required, by which we judge 
one thing to be preferred to another; and on the 
part of the appetitive power it Is required that 
the appetite should accept the judgment of coun- 
sel. Therefore Aristotle’ leaves it in doubt 
whether choice helungs principally to the appeti- 
tive or the cognitive power, since he says that 
choice is ‘either an appetitive intellect or an in- 
tellectual appetite.” But he inclines to its being 
an intellectual appetite when he describes choice 
as ‘‘a desire proceeding from counsel.’ And the 
reason of this is because the proper object of 
choice is the means to the end, and this. as such, 
is in the nature of that good which is called use- 
ful: therefore since good. as such, is the object 
of the appetite. it follows that choice is princi- 
pally an act of the appetitive power. And thus 
free choice is an appetitive power. 

Reply Obj, 1. The appetitive powers accom- 
pany the apprehensive, and in this sense Damas- 
cene says that free choice straightway accom- 
panies the rational power. 

Reply Obj. 2 Judgment, as it were, concludes 


PG a4, 049. 
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3 Tbid., v1, 2 (11394). 

4 Tbid,, 1, 3 (1113"11). 


439 
and determines counsel. Now counsel is deter- 
mined, first, by the judgment of reason, second- 
ly, by the acceptation of the appetite; hence the 
Philosopher says* that, “having formed a judg- 
ment by counsel, we desire in accordance with 
that counsel.” And in this sense choice itself is 
a judgment from which free choice takes its 
name. 

Reply Obj. 3. This comparison which is im- 
plied in the name choice belongs to the preced- 
ing counsel, which is an act of reason. For 
though the appetite does not make comparisons, 
yet since it is moved by the apprehensive power 
which does compare, it has some likeness of 
comparison by choosing one in preference to 
another. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Free Choice Is a Power 
Distinct From the Will? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that free choice is a power distinct 
from the will. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth, ii, 22)? that QeAnows is one thing and 
BovAnois another. But G€Anots is the will, 
while Bovdnots seems to be the free choice, be- 
cause BovAnots according to him, is the will 
as concerning an object by way of comparison 
between two things. Therefore it seems that free 
choice is a distinct power from the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, powers are known by their 
acts. But election, which is the act of free choice, 
is distinct from the will, because “the will re- 
gards the end, whereas choice regards the means 
to the end.’’’ Therefore free choice is a distinct 
power from the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the will is the intellectual ap- 
petite. But on the part of the intellect there are 
two powers—the agent and the possible, There- 
fore, also on the part of the intellectual appetite 
there must be another power besides the will. 
And it seems that this can only be free choice. 
Therefore free choice is a distinct power from 
the will. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. iti, 14)® free choice is nothing else than 
the will. 

I answer that, Thefappetitive powers must be 
proportionate to the prehensive powers, as we 

5 Thid. 
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have said above (9. LXIV, A. 2; Q. LXXX, A. 2). 
Now, as on the part of the intellectual appre- 
hension we have intellect and reason, so on the 
part of the intellectual appetite we have will, 
and free choice which is nothing else but the 
power of choice. And this is clear from their re- 
lations to their respective objects and acts. For 
the act of understanding implies the simple ac- 
ceptance of something; hence we say that we 
understand first principles, which are known of 
themselves without any comparison. But to rea- 
son, properly speaking, is to come from one thing 
to the knowledge of another; and so, properly 
speaking, we reason about conclusions, which 
are known from the principles. In like manner 
on the part of the appetite to will implies the 
simple appetite for something; hence the will is 
said to regard the end, which is desired for itself. 
But to choose is to desire something for the sake 
of obtaining something else, and so, properly 
speaking, it regards the means to the end. Now, 
just as in matters of knowledge, the principles 
are related to the conclusion to which we assent 
on account of the principles, so, in appetitive 
matters, the end is related to the means, which 
is desired on account of the end. Hence it is evi- 
dent that as the intellect is to reason, so is the 
will to the power of choice, that is. to free choice. 
But it has been shown above (Q. LXXIX, A 8) 
that it belongs to the same power both to under- 
stand and to reason, even as it belongs to the 
same power to be at rest and to be in movement. 
Therefore it belongs also to the same power 
to will and to choose, and on this account the 
will and the free choice are not two powers, but 
one, 

Reply Obj. 1. BotdAnors is distinct from 
OeAnors on account of a distinction not of 
powers, but of acts 

Reply Obj 2 Choice and will—that is, the 
act of willing—are different acts; yet they be- 
long to the same power, as also to understand 
and to reason, as we have said. 

Reply Obj. 3. The intellect is compared to the 
will as moving the will. And therefore there is 
no need to distinguish in the will an agent and a 
possible will. | 

QUESTION @LX XXIV 
How THE SOUL wai UNITFD TO THE 
BODY UNDERSTANDS *ORPOREAL THINGS 
BENEATH IT 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE now have to consider the acts and habits of 
the soul in regard to the intellectual and the ap- 
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petitive powers, for the other powers of the soul 
do not come directly under the consideration of 
the theologian. Furthermore, the acts of the ap- 
petitive part of the soul come under the consid- 
eration of the science of morals; and so we shall 
treat of them in the second part of this work, to 
which the consideration of mora] matters be- 
longs. But of the acts of the intellectual part we 
shall treat now. First, we shall consider the acts, 
secondly, the habits. 

In treating of these acts we shall proceed in 
the following order. First, we shall inquire how 
the soul understands when united to the body; 
secondly, how it understands when separated 
from the body (Q. LXXxIX). 

The former of these inquiries will be three- 
fold: (1) How the soul understands bodies 
which are beneath it. (2) How it understands it- 
self and things contained in itself (Q. LXXxvIt). 
(3) How it understands immaterial substances, 
which are above it (9. LXXXvII1). 

In treating of the knowledge of corporeal 
things there are three points to be considered: 
(1) Through what does the soul know them? 
(2) How and in what order does it know them? 
(Q. Lxxxv). (3) What does it know in them? 
(Q. LXXXVI). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the soul knows bodies 
through the intellect? (2) Whether it under- 
stands them through its essence, or through 
some species? (3) If through some species, 
whether the species of all things intelligible are 
naturally innate in the soul? (4) Whether these 
species are derived by the soul from certain 
separate immaterial forms? (5) Whether our 
soul sees in the eternal ideas all that it under- 
stands? (6) Whether it acquires intellectual 
knowledge from the senses? (7) Whether the in- 
tellect can, through the species of which it is 
possessed, actually understand, without turning 
to the phantasms? (8) Wheiher the judgment 
of the intellect is hindered by an obstacle in the 
sensilive powers? 


ARTICLE 1 Whether the Soul Knows 
Bodies Through the Intellect? 

. We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the soul does not know bodies through 
the intellect. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 
4)! that “bodies cannot be understood by the 
intellect, nor indeed anything corporeal unless it 
can be perceived by the senses.” He says also 
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 24)? that intellectual vision is 

1 PL 32, 888. 2 PL 34, 474. 
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of those things that are in the soul by their es- 
sence. But such are not bodies. Therefore the 
soul cannot know bodies through the intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, as sense is to the intelligible, 
so is the intellect to the sensible. But the soul 
can by no means, through the senses, under- 
stand spiritual things, which are intelligible. 
Therefore by no means can it, through the intel- 
lect, know bodies, which are sensible. 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect is concerned with 
things that are necessary and unchangeable. But 
all bodies are movable and changeable. There- 
fore the soul cannot know bodies through the 
intellect. 

On the contrary, Science is in the intellect. If, 
therefore, the intellect does not know bodies, it 
follows that there is no science of bodies; and 
thus natural science, which treats of movable 
bodies. is destroyed. 

I answer, In order to make this question clear, 
that the early philosophers, who inquired into 
the natures of things, thought there was nothing 
in the world save bodies.! And because they ob- 
served that all bodies are movable, and consid- 
ered them to he always in a state of flux, they 
were of opinion that we can have no certain 
knowledge of the truth of things. For what is in 
a continual state of flux cannot be grasped with 
certitude, for it passes away before the mind 
can form a judgment of it, according to the say- 
ing of Heraclitus, that “it is not possible twice 
to touch a drop of water in a passing torrent,” 
as the Philosopher relates.” 

After these came Plato, who, wishing to save 
the certitude of our knowledge of truth through 
the intellect, maintained that, besides these 
things corporeal. there is another genus of be- 
ings, separate from matter and movement, 
which beings he called species or ideas, by par- 
ticipation of which each one of these singular 
and sensible things is said to be either a man, or 
a horse, or the like.? And so he said that sciences 
and definitions, and whatever pertains to the act 
of the intellect, are not referred to these sensi- 
ble bodies, but to those beings immaterial and 
separate,’ so that according to this the soul does 
not understand these corporeal things, but the 
separate species of these corporeal things. 

Now this may be shown to be false for two 
reasons. First, because, since those species are 
immaterial and immovable, knowledge of move- 

1(f, Q. XLIV, A. 2. 

2 Metaphysics, IV, § (rot0"14). 
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ment and matter would be excluded from sci- 
ence (which knowledge is proper to natural sci- 
ence), and likewise all demonstration through 
moving and material causes. Secondly, because 
it seems ridiculous, when we seek for knowledge 
of things which are clear to us, to introduce 
other beings, which cannot be the substance of 
those others, since they differ from them in be- 
ing; so that granted that we have a knowledge 
of those separate substances, we cannot for that 
reason claim to form a judgment concerning 
these sensible things. 

Now it seems that Plato strayed from the 
truth® because, having considered that all knowl- 
edge takes place through some kind of likeness,® 
he thought that the form of the thing known 
must of necessity be in the knower in the same 
manner as in the thing known. Then he consid- 
ered that the form of the thing understood is in 
the intellect under conditions of universality, 
immateriality, and unchangeableness, which is 
apparent from the very operation of the intel- 
Ject, which understands in a universal way, and 
under a certain manner of necessity; for the 
mode of action corresponds to the mode of the 
agent's form. And therefore he thought that the 
things which we understand must subsist in 
themselves under the same conditions of imma- 
teriality and unchangeableness. 

But there is no necessity for this. For even in 
sensible things it is to be observed that the form 
is otherwise in one sensible than in another; for 
instance, whiteness may be of great intensity in 
one, and of a less intensity in another, and in 
one we find whiteness with sweetness, in an- 
other without sweetness. In the same way the 
sensible form is conditioned differently in the 
thing which is outside the soul, and in the sense 
which receives the forms of sensible things with- 
out matter such as the colour of gold without re- 
ceiving gold. So also the intellect, according to 
its own mode, receives under conditions of im- 
materiality and unchangeableness the species of 
material and changeable bodies: for the received 
is in the receiver according to the mode of the 
receiver. We must conclude, therefore, that 
through the intellect{the soul knows bodies by a 
knowledge which is}immaterial, universal, and 
necessary. 1 

Reply Obj. 1. Thige words of Augustine are 
to be understood as r@ferring to those things by 
which the intellect Nnows, but not to what it 
knows. For the intellect knows bodies by under- 


6 Cf. Avicenna, Mela., vu, 3 (96rb); St. Thomas, Zn 
Meta.,1, 10. 
® Cf. Aristotle, Sos, 1, 2 (40417). 
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standing them, not indeed through bodies, nor 
through material and corporeal likenesses, but 
through immaterial and intelligible species, 
which can be in the soul by their own essence. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says,' it is not cdr- 
rect to say that as the sense knows only bodies 
so the intellect knows only spiritual things; for 
it follows that God and the angels would not 
know corporeal things. The reason of this di- 
versity is that the lower power does not extend 
to those things that belong to the higher power, 
whereas the higher power does in a more excel- 
lent manner those things which belong to the 
lowcr power. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every movement presupposes 
something immovable, for when a change of 
quality occurs the substance remains unmoved, 
and when there is a change of substantial form, 
matter remains unmoved Moreover the disposi- 
tions of mutable things are themselves immov- 
able; for instance, though Socrates be not al- 
ways sitting, yet it is unchangeably true that 
whenever he does sit he remains in one place. 
For this reason there is nothing to hinder our 
having an unchangeable science of movable 
things. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Soul Understands 
Corporeal Things Through Its Essence? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the soul understands corporeal 
things through its essence. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin x, 
s)? that the soul “collects and Jays hold of the 
images of hodies which are formed in the soul 
and of the soul, for in forming them it gives 
them something of its own substance.” But the 
soul understands bodies by likenesses of bodies. 
Therefore the soul knows bodies through its es- 
sence, which it employs for the formation of 
such likenesses, and from which it forms them. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says® that 
“the soul, after a fashion, 1s everything.” Since, 
therefore, like is known by like, it seems that 
the soul knows corporeal things through itself. 

Obj. 3. Further, the soul is superior to cor- 
poreal creatures. Now lowa: things are in higher 
things in a more eminenff{ way than in them- 
selves, as Dionysius sa ‘ (Ca@l. Hier. xii). 
Therefore all corporeal cy tures exist in a more 
excellent way in the sou{’ than in themselves. 
Therefore the soul can kn§w corporeal creatures 
through its essence. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 


1 City of God, Xx, 29 (PL 41, 800). 2PL 42,977. 
® Soul, 111, 8 (431212). ‘Sect. 2 (PG 3, 293). 
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3)° that “the mind gathers knowledge of cor- 
poreal things through the bodily senses.” But 
the soul itself cannot be known through the bodi- 
ly senses. Therefore it does not know corporeal 
things through its own substance. 

I answer that, The ancient philosophers held 
that the soul knows bodies through its essence. 
For it was instilled in the minds of all in com- 
mon that “like is known by like.’’® But they 
thought that the form of the thing known is in 
the knower in the same mode as in the thing 
known. The Platonists however were of a con- 
trary opinion. For Plato, having observed that 
the intellectual soul is immaterial,’ and has an 
immaterial mode of knowledge,® held that the 
forms of things known subsist immaterially.® 
While the earlier natural philosophers, observ- 
ing that things known are corporeal and mate- 
rial, held that things known must exist materi- 
ally even in the soul that knows them. And 
therefore, in order to ascribe to the soul a knowl- 
edge of all things, they held that it has a nature 
in common with all things.'® And because the na- 
ture of a result is determined by its principles, 
they ascribed to the soul the nature of a princi- 
ple. so that those who thought fire to be the 
principle of all, held that the soul had the nature 
of fire, and in like manner as to air and water." 
Lastly, Empedocles, who posited four material 
elements and two principles of movement, said 
that the soul was composed of these.!? Conse- 
quently, since they held that things exist in the 
soul materially, they maintained that all the 
soul’s knowledge is material, thus failing to dis- 
cern intellect from sense. 

But this opinion will not hold. First, because 
in the material principle of which they spoke 
the various results do not exist save in potency. 
But a thing is not known according as it is in po- 
tency, but only according as it is in act, as is 
shown in the Metaphysics ;"4 hence neither is a 
power known except through its act. it is there- 
fore insufficient to ascribe to the soul the nature 
of the principles of things in order to explain the 
fact that it knows all things, unless we further 


&PL 42, 063. 6 Cf. Aristotle, Soul, 1, 5 (409"24). 

See Nemesius, De Nat Hom., 2 (PG 40, 572); Aug- 
ustine, City of God, vit, 5 (PL 41, 230) 

®C{. Aristotle, Afeiaphysics, 1, 6 (9876). 

® See above, A. 1. 

10 (*f. Aristotle, Soul, 1, 5 (400%24). 

11Cf. Aristotle, Soul, 1, 2 (405%); Nemesius, De Nat. 
Hom., 2 (PG 40, 536). Macrobius, In Somn. Sctp., 1, 14 
(DD 48"). 

12. Cf. Aristotle, Generation and Corruption, 1, 1 (314%16)s 
Soul, 1, § (4103). 

13 Cf. Aristotle, Sou, 111, 3 (427"21). 
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admit in the soul the natures and forms of each 
individual result, for instance, of bone, flesh, 
and the like; thus does Aristotle argue against 
Empedocles.’ Secondly, because if it were neces- 
sary for the thing known to exist materially in 
the knower, there would be no reason why things 
which subsist materially outside the soul should 
lack knowledge; why, for instance, if by fire the 
soul knows fire, that fire also which is outside 
the soul should not have knowledge of fire. 

We must conclude, therefore, that material 
things known must exist in the knower not mate- 
rially, but immaterially. The reason of this is 
because the act of knowledge extends to things 
outside the knower, for we also know the things 
that are outside us. Now by matter the form of 
a thing is determined to some one thing. There- 
fore it is clear that knowledge is in inverse ratio 
to materiality. And consequently things that 
are not receptive of forms save materially, have 
no power of knowledge whatever—such as 
plants, as the Philosopher says.” But the more 
immaterially a thing has the form of the thing 
known, the more perfect is its knowledge. There- 
fore the intellect which abstracts the species not 
only from matter, but also from the individuat- 
ing conditions of matter, has more perfect 
knowledge than the senses, which receive the 
form of the thing known, without matter indeed, 
but subject to material conditions. Moreover, 
among the senses, sight has the most perfect 
knowledge because it is the least material, as we 
have remarked above (q LXxvIIt, A. 3), while 
among intellects the more perfect is the more 
immaterial. 

It is therefore clear from the foregoing that if 
there be an intellect which knows all things by its 
essence, then its essence must have all things in 
itself immaterially; thus the early philosophers 
held that the essence of the soul, that it may 
know all things, is actually composed of the 
principles of all material things. Now it is proper 
to God that.His Essence comprise all things im- 
materially, as effects pre-exist virtually in their 
cause. God alone, therefore, understands all 
things through His Essence; but neither the hu- 
man soul nor the angels can do so. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine in that passage is 
speaking of an imaginary vision, which takes 
place through the images of bodies. To the for- 
mation of such images the soul gives something 
of its substance, just as a subject is given in 
order to be informed by some form. In this way 
the soul makes such images from itself; not that 
the soul or some part of the soul be turned into 


1 Soul, 1, 5 (409°23). 2 Tbid., 11, 12 (42432). 
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this or that image, but just as we say that a body 
is made into something coloured because of its 
being informed with colour. That this is the 
sense, is clear from what follows. For he says 
that the soul “keeps something’”—namely, not 
informed with such image—‘‘which is able free- 
ly to judge of the species of these images,” and 
that “this is the mind or intellect.” And he says 
that the part which is informed with these 
images—-namely, the imagination—is common 
to us and beasts. 

Reply Obj. 2. Aristotle did not hold that the 
soul is actually composed of all things, as did 
the earlier philosopher. He said that ‘“‘the soul 
is all things. after a fashion,” in so far as it is in 
potency to all things—through the senses, to all 
things sensible—through the intellect, to all 
things intelligible. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every creature has a finite and 
determinate being. And so although the essence 
of the higher creature has a certain likeness to 
the lower creature, according as they have some- 
thing in common generically, yet it has not a 
complete likeness of it. because it is determined 
to a certain species other than the species of the 
lower creature. Kut the Divine Essence, as the 
universal principle of all things, is a perfect like- 
ness of whatever may be found in things cre- 
ated. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Soul Understands 
All Things Through Innate Species? 


We procecd thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the soul understands all things 
through innate species. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says, in a homily for 
the Ascension (xxix in Ev ),3 that “man has 
understanding in common with the angels.” But 
angels understand all things through innate 
forms; hence in the book De Causis‘ it is said 
that ‘every intelligence is full of forms.” There- 
fore the soul also has innate species of things, 
by means of which it understands corporeal 
things. 

Ob}. 2. Further, the intellectual soul is more 
excellent than corporeal primary matter. But 
primary matter wasgcreated by God under the 
forms to which it is ‘h potency. Therefore much 
more is the intellec"Mal soul created by God 
under intelligible spe(¥es. And so the soul under- 
stands corporeal thir-Js through innate species. 

Obj. 3. Further, nofone can answer the truth 
except concerning what he knows. But even a 
person untaught and devoid of acquired knowl- 
edge answers the truth to every question if put 

$PL 76, 1214. 4 Sect. 9 (BA 178). 
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to him in orderly fashion, as we find related in 
the Meno of Plato,’ concerning a certain indi- 
vidual. Therefore we have some knowledge of 
things even before we acquire science, which 
would not be the case unless we had innate spe- 
cies, Therefore the soul understands corporeal 
things through innate species. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher, speaking of 
the intellect, says* that it is like “a tablet on 
which nothing is written.” 

I answer that, Since form is the principle of 
action, a thing must be related to the form 
which is the principle of an action as it is to that 
action; for instance, if upward motion is from 
lightness, then that which only potentially moves 
upwards must be only potentially light, but that 
which actually moves upwards must be actually 
light. Now we observe that man sometimes is 
only a potential knower, both as to sense and as 
to intellect. And he is reduced from such potency 
to act: to the act of sensation through the action 
of the sensibles on his senses; to the act of 
understanding by instruction or dicovery. Hence 
we must say that the cognitive soul is in potency 
both to the likenesses which are the principles of 
sensing, and to those which are the principles 
of understanding. For this reason Aristotle 
(tbtd.) held that the intellect by which the soul 
understands has no innate species, but is at first 
in potency to all such species. 

But since that which has a form actually 1s 
sometimes unable to act according to that form 
on account of some hindrance, as a light thing 
may be hindered from moving upwards, for this 
reason Plato held? that naturally man’s intellect 
is filled with all intelligible species, but that, by 
being united to the body, it is hindered from the 
realization of its act. But this scems to be wrong. 
First, because, if the soul has a natural knowl- 
edge of all things, it seems impossible for the 
soul so far to forget this natural knowledge as 
not to know that it has it. For no man forgets 
what he knows naturally; that, for instance, 
every whole is larger than the part, and the like. 
And especially unreasonable does this seem if 
we suppose that it is natural to the soul to be 
united to the body, as we hive established above 
(Q. LXXVI, A. 1), for it is Yoreasonable that the 
natural operation of a thifse be totally hindered 
by that which belongs tof, naturaJ!s.. Secondly, 
the falseness of this opit.on is clearly proved 
from the fact that if a femse be wanting, the 

1 Meno, 82; cf. Cicero, Tugcul., 24 (DD 635); Aug- 
ustine, De Trin., 1,15 (PL 42,1011). 

2 Soul, 111, 4 (430%1). 

Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 9 (903%1); see also Q. 
LXXXIX, A. I. 
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knowledge of what is apprehended through that 
sense is wanting also; for instance, a man who is 
born blind can have no knowledge of colours. 
This would not be the case if the soul had innate 
species of all intelligible things. We must there- 
fore conclude that the soul does not know cor- 
poreal things through innate species. 

Reply Obj. 1. Man indeed has intelligence in 
common with the angels, but not in the same 
degree of perfection; just as the lower grades of 
bodies, which merely exist, according to Gregory 
(loc. cit.), have not the same degree of perfec- 
tion as the higher bodies. For the matter of the 
lower bodies is not totally completed by its 
form, but 3s in potency to forms which it has 
not; but the matter of heavenly bodies is totally 
completed by its form, so that it is not in poten- 
cy to any other form, as we have said above (Q. 
LXVI, A. 2). In the same way the angelic intel- 
lect is perfected by intelligible species, in ac- 
cordance with its nature, whereas the human in- 
tellect is in potency to such species. 

Reply Obj. 2. Primary matter has substantial 
being through its form, and consequently it had 
to be created under some form; otherwise it 
would not be in act. But when once it exists 
under one form it is in potency to others. On 
the other hand, the intellect does not receive 
substantial being through the intelligible species, 
and therefore there is no comparison. 

Reply Obj. 3. If questions be put in an orderly 
fashion they proceed from universal self-evi- 
dent principles to what is particular, Now by 
such a process knowledge is produced in the 
mind of the learner. Therefore when he answers 
the truth to a subsequent question, this is not 
because he had knowledge previously, but be- 
cause he thus learns for the first time. For it 
does not matter whether the teacher proceeds 
from universal principles to conclusions by ques- 
tioning or by asserting, for in either case the 
mind of the listener is assured of what follows 
by that which preceded. 
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ARTICLE 4. Whether the Intelligible Species 
Flow iuto the Soul from Certain 
Separate Forms? 


“We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the intelligible species flow into 
the soul from some separate forms. 

Objection 1. For whatever is such by partici- 
pation is caused by what is such essentially; for 
instance, that which is on fire is reduced to fire 
as its cause. But the intellectual soul according 
as it is actually understanding, participates the 
intelligibles themselves, for, in a way, the intel- 
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lect in act is the thing understood in act. There- 
fore what in itself and in its essence is under- 
stood in act is the cause that the intellectual 
soul actually understands. Now that which in its 
essence is actually understood is a form existing 
without matter. Therefore the intelligible spe- 
cies, by which the soul understands, are caused 
by certain separate forms. 

Obj. 2. Further, the intelligible is to the intel- 
lect as the sensible is to the sense. But the senst- 
ble species which are in the senses, and by which 
we sense, are caused by the sensibles which exist 
actually outside the soul. Therefore the intelligi- 
ble species, by which our intellect understands, 
are caused by some things actually intelligible 
existing outside the soul. But these can be noth- 
ing else than forms separate from matter. 
Therefore the intelligible forms of our intellect 
flow from some separate substances. 

Obj, 3. Further, whatever is in potency Is re- 
duccd to act by something in act. If, therefore, 
our intellect, previously in potency, afterwards 
actually understands, this must be caused by 
some intellect which is always in act. But this is 
a separate intellect. Therefore the intelligible 
species by which we actually understand are 
caused by some separate substances. 

On the contrary, If this were true we should 
not need the senses in order to understand. And 
this is proved to be false especially from the 
fact that if a man be wanting in a sense, he can- 
not have any knowledge of the sensibles corre- 
sponding to that sense 

I answer that, Some have held that the intel- 
ligible species of our intellect proceed from cer- 
tain separate forms or substances. And this in 
two ways. For Plato, as we have said (A. 1), 
held that the forms of sensible things sub- 
sist by themselves without matter; for instance, 
the form of a man which he called per se man, 
and the form or idea of a horse which he called 
per se horse, and so forth. He said therefore that 
these forms are participated both by our soul 
and by corporeal matter: by our soul, for know- 
ing, and by corporeal matter for being;! so that 
just as corporeal matter by participating the 
idea of a stone becomes this stone, so our intel- 
lect. by participating the idea of a stone, is made 
to understand a stone. Now participation of an 
idea takes place by some likeness of the idea in 
the participator, just as a model is participated 
by a copy.” So just as he held that the sensible 


1Cf. Aristotle, Mfeta physics, 1, 9 (99153); Phaedo (100); 
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forms, which are in corporeal matter, flow from 
the ideas as certain likenesses of them, so he held 
that the intelligible species of our intellect are 
likenesses of the ideas, flowing from them.’ And 
for this reason, as we have said above (a. 1), he 
referred sciences and definitions to those ideas. 

But since it is contrary to the nature of sensible 
things that their forms should subsist without 
matter, as Aristotle proves in many ways,‘ Avi- 
cenna,” setting this opinion aside, held that the 
intelligible species of all sensible things, instead 
of subsisting in themselves without matter, pre- 
exist immaterially in the separate intellects, 
from the first of which, he said, such species are 
derived by a second, and so on to the last sepa- 
rate intellect which he called the agent intellect, 
from which, according to him,® intelligible spe- 
cies flow into our souls, and sensible forms into 
corporeal matter. And so Avicenna agrees with 
Plato in this, that the intelligible species of our 
intellect flow from certain separate forms; but 
these Plato held to subsist of themselves, while 
Avicenna placed them in the agent intelligence. 
They differ, too, in this respect, that Avicenna 
held that the intelligible species do not remain 
in our intellect after it has ceased actually to 
understand, and that it needs to turn (to the 
agent intellect) in order to receive them anew.’ 
Consequently he does not hold that the soul has 
innate knowledge, as Plato, who held that the 
participated ideas remain immovably in the 
soul.§ 

But in this opinion no sufficient reason can be 
assigned for the soul being united to the body. 
For it cannot be said that the intellectual soul is 
united to the body for the sake of the body; for 
neither is form for the sake of matter, nor is the 
mover for the seke of the moved, but rather the 
reverse. Especially does the body seem neces- 
sary to the intellectual soul for the latter’s 
proper operation hich is to understand, since 
as to its being the §oul does not depend on the 
body. But if the soul by its very nature had an 
inborn aptitude for receiving intelligible species 
through the influence of only certain separate 
principles and were npt to receive them from the 
senses, it would not{need the body in order to 
understand. And sofit would be united to the 
body to no purpose.: 


* For the expression “ft'® from” (effuere), sce Plotinus, 
u Ennead, 1, also Avicenrg, De An. V, 5 (25rb); Meta., Ix, 
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b De Anima, V, 5 (25rb). 
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Q. LXV, A. 4. 7 De Anima,joc. cit., cf. Contra Gent., 1,74. 

8 Cf. Aristotle, aap 1, 7 (9883); Topics, n, 7 
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But if it be said that our soul needs the senses 
in order to understand through being in some 
way awakened by them to the consideration of 
those things the intelligible species of which it 
receives from the separate principles,’ even this 
seems an insufficient explanation. For this awak- 
ening does not seem necessary to the soul except 
in as far as it is overcome by “sluggishness,” as 
the Platonists expressed it,? and by “forgetful- 
ness,” through its union with the body; and thus 
the senses would be of no use to the intellectual 
soul except for the purpose of removing the ob- 
stacle which the soul encounters through its 
union with the body.? Consequently the reason 
of the union of the soul with the body still re- 
mains to be sought. 

And if it be said with Avicenna that the senses 
are necessary to the soul because by them it is 
roused to turn to the agent intelligence from 
which it receives the species, neither is this a 
sufficient explanation. Because if it is natural for 
the soul to understand through species which 
flow from the agent intelligence, it follows that 
at times the soul of an individual wanting in one 
of the senses can turn to the agent intelligence, 
either from the inclination of its very nature, or 
through being roused by another sense, in order 
to receive the species of the things sensible for 
which the sense is wanting. And thus a man born 
blind could have knowledge of colours, which is 
clearly untrue. We must therefore conclude that 
the intelligible species by which our soul under- 
stands do not flow from separate forms. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intelligible species which 
are participated by our intellect are reduced, as 
to their first cause. to a first principle which is 
by its essence intelligible—namely, God. But 
they proceed from that principle hy means of 
the forms of sensible and material things, from 
which we gather a as Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. vii).4 

Reply Obj. 2. Material pee as to the being 
which they have outside the soul, may be actu- 
ally sensible, but not actually intelligible. There- 
fore there is no comparison between sense and 
intellect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Our possibj e intellect is reduced 
from potency to act by sogse being in act, that 
is, by the agent intellect, wéjich is a power of the 
soul as we have said (q. f,<xrx. A. 4), and not 
by a separate intellect, ak,proximate cause, al- 
though possibly as a remade cause. 

1Cf. Wm. of Paris, De Unigg 11-11, 76 (u, 876); I-11, 
3 (1, 959); ef. Plato, Repullid{ 523). 

2 Pscudo-Augustine (Alche: of Clairvaux), De Sper. et 
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ArtIcre 5. Whether the Intellectual Soul Knows 
Material Things in the Eternal Types? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual soul does not 
know material things in the eternal types. 

Objection 1. For that in which anything is 
known must itself be known more and previous- 
ly. But the intellectual soul of man, in the pres- 
ent state of life, does not know the eternal 
types; for it does not know God in Whom the 
eternal types exist, but is united to God as to 
the unknown, as Dionysius says (Myst. Theolog. 
i).” Therefore the soul does not know all in the 
eternal types. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is written (Rom. 1. 20) 
that the zxvistble things of God are clearly seen 

. by the things that are made. But among the 
invisible things of God are the eternal types. 
Therefore the eternal types are known through 
material creatures and not the converse. 

Obj. 3. Further, the cternal types are nothing 
other than ideas, for Augustine says (aq. 
LXXXIII, gu. 46)° that “ideas are unchanging 
types of things existing in the Divine mind.” If 
therefore we say that the intellectual soul knows 
all things in the eternal types, we come back to 
the opinion of Plato‘ who said that all knowledge 
is derived from them. 

On the contrary, Augustine says° “If we both 
sce that what you say is true. and if we both see 
that what I sav is true, where do we sec this, I 
prayer Neither do I see it in you, nor do you see 
it in me, but we both see it in the unchangeable 
truth which is above our minds.”’ Now the un- 
changeable truth is contained in the eternal 
types. Therefore the intellectual soul knows all 
true’things in the eternal types. 

I answer that, As Augustine says,® “If those 
who are called philosophers said by chance any- 
thing that was true and consistent with our faith, 
we must claim it from them as from unjust pos- 
sessors. For some of the doctrines of the 
heathens are spurious imitations or superstitious 
inventions, which we must be careful to avoid 
when we renounce the society of the heathens.” 
Consequently whenever Augustine, who was im- 
bued with the doctrines of the Platonists, found 
in their teaching anything consistent with faith. 
he adopted it; and those things which he found 
contrary to faith he amended. Now Plato held, 
as we have said above (A. 4), that the forms of 
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things subsist of themselves apart from matter: 
and these he called ideas, by participation of 
which he said that our intellect knows all things, 
so that just as corporeal matter by participating 
the idea of a stone becomes a stone, so our intel- 
lect, by participating the same idea, has knowl- 
edge of a stone. But since it seems contrary to 
faith that forms of things should subsist of 
themselves outside the things themselves and 
apart from matter, as the Platonists held, assert- 
ing that per se life or per se wisdom are creative 
suhstances, as Dionysius relates (Div. Nom. 
xi),' therefore Augustine (QQ. Lxxx1, loc. 
cit.), for the ideas defended by Plato, substi- 
tuted the types of all creatures existing in the 
Divine mind, according to which types all things 
are made, and are known to the human soul. 
When, therefore, the question is asked: Does 
the human soul know all things in the eternal 
types? we must reply that one thing is said to 
he known in another in two ways. First, as in an 
object itself known, as one may see in a mirror 
the images of things reflected there. In this way 
the soul, in the present state of life, cannot see 
all things in the eternal types, but the blessed 
know all things thus in the eternal types, for 
they see God, and all things in Him. Secondly, 
one thing is said to be known in another as in a 
principle of knowledge; thus we might say that 
we see in the sun what we see by the sun. And 
in this way we must say that the human soul 
knows all things in the eternal types, since by 
participation of these types we know all things. 
For the intellectual light itself which Is in us Is 
nothing other than a participated likeness of 
the uncreated light. in which are contained the 
eternal types. Hence it is written (Ps. 4. 6, 7), 
Many say; who showeth us good things? which 
question the Psalmist answers, The light of Thy 
countenance, O Lord, is signed upon us, as 
ihough he were to say: By the seal of the Divine 
light in us, all things are made known to us. 
But since besides the intellectual light which 
is in us, intelligible species, which are derived 
from things, are required in order for us to have 
knowledge of material things, therefore this 
same knowledge is not due merely to a participa- 
tion of the eternal types, as the Platonists held, 
maintaining that the mere participation of ideas 
sufficed for knowledge.? And so Augustine says 
(De Trin. iv, 16) :5 “Although the philosophers 
prove by convincing arguments that all things 
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occur in time according to the eternal types, 
were they able to see.in the eternal types, or to 
find out from them. how many kinds of animals 
there are and the origin of each? Did they not 
seek for this information Hom the story of 
times and places?” 

But that Augustine did nee understand all 
things to be known in their eternal types or in 
the unchangeable truth, as though the eternal 
types themselves were seen, is clear from what 
he says (QQ. LXxxml, loc. cit.)—namely, that 
“not each and every rational soul can be said to 
be worthy of that vision,” namely, of the eter- 
nal types, ‘‘but only those that are holy and 
pure,” such as the souls of the blessed. 

From what has been said the objections are 
easily solved. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Intellectual Knowledge 
Is Derived From Sensible Things? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would secm that intellectual knowledge is not 
derived from sensible things. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (QQ, LXXXII1., 
gu. 9)! that “we cannot expect to learn the ful- 
ness of truth from the senses of the body.” This 
he proves in two ways. First, because “what- 
ever the bodily senses reach, is continually being 
changed; and what is never the same cannot be 
perceived.” Secondly, because “whatever we 
perceive by the body, even when not present to 
the senses, may be present to the imagination, 
as when we are asleep or angry; yet we cannot 
discern by the senses whether what we perceive 
be the sensible object, or the deceptive image 
thereof. Now nothing can be perceived which 
cannot be distigguished from its counterfeit.” 
And so he conc.Wdes that we cannot expect to 
learn the truth frm the senses. But intellectual 
knowledge apprelnds the truth Therefore in- 
tellectual knowled¥e cannot be looked for from 
the senses. 

Obj. 2. Further, ae says (Gen. ad lit. 
xii, 16):5 “We mu: not think that the body 
can make any imy ession on the spirit, as 
though the spirit wj ‘e to supply the place of 
matter in regard to jhe body’s action; for that 
which acts is in eve way more excellent than 
that which it acts or'Y Hence he concludes that 
the body does not ci ie its image in the spirit, 
but the spirit causes in itself. Therefore in- 
tellectual knowledge not derived from sen- 
sible things. 

Obj. 3. Further, ar¥ effect does not surpass 
the power of its caus put intellectual knowl- 
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edge extends beyond sensible things, for we 
understand some things which cannot be per- 
ceived by the senses. Therefore intellectual 
knowledge is not derived from sensible things. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says! that 
the beginning of our knowledge is from the 
Senses. 

I answer that, On this poimt the philosophers 
held three opinions. For Democritus held that 
“all knowledge is caused by images issuing from 
the bodies we think of and entering into our 
souls,” as Augustine says in his letter to Dio- 
scorus (cxviii, 4).? And Aristotle says? that 
Democritus held that knowledge is caused by “a 
discharge of images.” And the reason for this 
opinion was that both Democritus and the 
other early naturalists did not distinguish be- 
tween intellect and sense, as Aristotle relates.‘ 
Consequently, since the sense is changed by the 
sensible, they thought that all our knowledge is 
affected by this change alone brought about by 
sensible things. Democritus held this change to 
be caused by a discharge of images. 

Plato, on the other hand, held that the in- 
tellect is distinct from the senses,® and that it 
is an immaterial power not making use of a cor- 
poreal organ for its action. And since the incor- 
poreal cannot be changed by the corporeal, he 
held that intellectual knowledge is not brought 
about by sensible things affecting the intellect, 
but by separate intelligible forms being parti- 
cipated by the intellect, as we have said above 
(AA. 4, 5). Moreover he held that sense is a 
power operating of itself. Consequently neither 
is sense, since it is a spiritual power, changed 
by the sensible, but the sensible organs are 
changed by the sensible, the F esult being that 
the soul is in a way roused to,_orm within itself 
the species of the sensible. A igustine seems to 
touch on this opinion (Ge.. ad lit. xii, 24)* 
where he says that “the bod feels not, but the 
soul through the body, whig it makes use of as 
a kind of messenger, forr producing within it- 
self what is announced fi om without.” Thus 
according to Plato, neiter does intellectual 
knowledge proceed fromysensible knowledge, 
nor sensible knowledge wholly from sensible 
things, but these rouse thy sensible soul to the 
sentient act, while the seg"s rouse the intellect 
to the act of understandi€‘y. 

Aristotle chose a mig lle course. For with 
Plato he agreed that int ‘ect and sense are dif- 
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ferent.’ But he held that the sense does not 
have its proper operation without the co-opera- 
tion of the body, so that “to feel is not an act 
of the soul alone,” but of the composite.’ And 
he held the same in regard to all the operations 
of the sensitive part. Since, therefore, it is not 
unreasonable that the sensible things which are 
outside the soul should produce some effect in 
the composite, Aristotle agreed with Democ- 
ritus in this, that the operations of the sensi- 
tive part are caused by the impression of the 
sensible on the sense: not by a discharge, as 
Democritus said, but by some kind of operation. 
For Democritus maintained that every opera- 
tion is by way of a discharge of atoms, as we 
gather from the book on Generation and Cor- 
ruption.» But Aristotle held that the intellect 
has an operation which is independent of the 
body’s co-operation.’!® Now nothing corporeal 
can make an impression on the incorporea]. And 
therefore in order to cause the intellectual op- 
eration, according to Aristotle, the impression 
of sensible bodies does not suffice, but some- 
thing more noble is required, for “the agent is 
more noble than the patient,” as he says." Not, 
indeed. in the sense that the intellectual opera- 
tion is effected in us by the mere impression of 
some superior beings, as Plato held, but that the 
higher and more noble agent which he calls the 
agent intellect, of which we have spoken above 
(Q. LXXIX, AA. 3, 4), causes the phantasms re- 
ceived from the senses to be actually intelli- 
gible, by way of abstraction. 

According to this opinion, then, on the part 
of the phantasms intelJectual knowledge is 
caused by the senses. But since the phantasms 
cannot of themselves change the possible intel- 
lect, and require to be made actually intelligible 
by the agent intellect, it cannot be said that sen- 
sible knowledge is the total and perfect cause 
of intellectual knowledge, but rather that it is in 
a way the matter of the cause. 

Reply O67. 1. These words of Augustine mean 
that we must not expect truth wholly from the 
senses For the light of the agent intellect is 
needed, through which we know the truth un- 
changeably in changeable things, and discern 
things themselves from their likeness. 

Reply Obj. 2. In this passage Augustine 
speaks not of intellectual but of imaginary 
knowledge. And since, according to the opinion 
of Plato, the imagination has an operation which 
belongs to the sou! only, Augustine, in order to 
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show that corporeal likenesses are impressed on 
the imagination not by bodies but by the soul, 
uses the same argument as Aristotle does in 
proving that the agent intellect must be sep- 
arate, namely, because “the agent is more noble 
than the patient.” And without doubt, accord- 
ing to the above opinion, in the imagination 
there must be not only a passive but also an 
active power. But if we hold, according to the 
opinion of Aristotle, that the action of the 
power of imagination is an action of the com- 
posite,’ there is no difficulty; because the sen- 
sible body is more noble than the organ of the 
animal, in so far as it 1s compared to it as a 
being in act to a being in potency, even as the 
thing actually coloured is compared to the pupil 
which is potentially coloured. It may, however, 
be said, that although the first change of the 
imagination is through the movement of the 
sensible, since “fancy is movement produced in 
accordance with sensation,’” nevertheless there 
is in man an operation which by dividing and 
composing forms images of various things, even 
of things not perceived by the senses. And 
Augustine’s words may be taken in this sense. 

Reply Obj. 3. Sensitive knowledge is not the 
entire cause of intellectual knowledge. And 
therefore it is not strange that intellectual 
knowledge should extend further than sensitive 
knowledge. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Intellect Can Actually 
Understand Through the Intellicible Spectes 

of Which It Is Possessed, Without 

Turning to the Phauntasmy? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the intellect can actually un- 
derstand through the intelligible species of 
which it is possessed, without turning to the 
phantasms. 

Objection 1. For the intellect is made actual 
by the intelligible species by which it is in- 
formed, But if the intellect is in act, it under- 
stands. Therefore the intelligible species suthices 
for the intellect to understand actually, without 
turning to the phantasms. 

Obj 2. Further, the imagination is more de- 
pendent on the senses than the intellect on the 
imagination. But the imagination can actually 
imagine in the absence of the sensible. There- 
fore much more can the intellect understand 
without turning to the phantasms. 

Obj. 3. There are no phantasms of incorpo- 
real things, for the imagination does not tran- 
scend time and space. If, therefore, our intel- 
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lect cannot understand anything actually with- 
out turning to the phantasms, it follows that 
it cannot understand anything incorporeal. 
Which is clearly false, for we understand truth, 
and God, and the angels. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“the soul understands nothing without a phan- 
tasm.” 

I answer that, In the present state of life in 
which the soul is united to a passible body, it is 
impossible for our intellect to understand any- 
thing actually except by turning to the phan- 
tasms. And of this there are two indications. 
First of all because the intellect, being a power 
that does not make use of a corporeal organ, 
would in no way be hindered in its act through 
the lesion of a corporeal organ if for its act 
there were not required the act of some power 
that does make use of a corporeal organ. Now 
sense, imagination and the other powers be- 
longing to the sensitive part, make use of a 
corporeal organ. Therefore it is clear that for 
the intellect to understand actually, not only 
when it acquires fresh knowledge, but also when 
it uses knowledge already acquired, there is 
need for the act of the imagination and of the 
other powers. For when the act of the imagina- 
tion is hindered by a lesion of the corporeal 
organ, for instance, in a case of frenzy, or when 
the act of the memory is hindered, as in the case 
of lethargy, we see that a man is hindered from 
actually understanding things of which he had 
a previous knowledge. Secondly, anyone can 
experience this, of himself, that when he trices 
to understand s@mething, he forms certain phan- 
tasms to serve lm by way of examples, ih which 
as it were he efamines what he is striving to 
understand. It i&for this reason that when we 
wish to make scHheone understand something, 
we lay examples WRfore him, from which he can 
form phantasms fam the purpose of understand- 
ing. 

Now the reason 
knowledge is propo: 
Thus the proper obs 


this is that the power of 
ioned to the thing known. 
‘t of the angelic intellect, 
which is entirely segmrate from a body, is an 
intelligible substang® separate from a body, 
and through such intelligible substances it 
knows material thin}. On the other hand, the 
proper object’ of thed;uman intellect, which is 
united to a body, is afquiddity or nature exist- 
ing in corporeal matgfr, and through such na- 
tures of visible thing it rises even to some 
knowledge of things (visible. Now it belongs 
to such a nature to exMt in an individual, and 
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this cannot be apart from corporeal matter; for 
instance, it belongs to the nature of a stone to 
be in this stone, and to the nature of a horse to 
be in this horse, and so forth. And so the nature 
of a stone or any material thing cannot be 
known completely and truly, except according 
as it is known as existing in the individual. Now 
we apprehend the individual through the senses 
and the imagination. And, therefore, for the in- 
tellect to understand actually its proper object, 
it must of necessity turn to the phantasms in 
order to examine the universal nature existing 
in the individual. But if the proper object of 
our intellect were a separate form, or if, as the 
Platonists say,’ the natures of sensible things 
subsisted apart from the individual, there would 
be no need for the intellect to turn to the phan- 
tasms whenever it understands. 

Reply Obj, 1. The species preserved in the 
possible intellect exist there habitually when it 
does not understand them actually, as we have 
said above (Q. LXxIx, A. 6). Hence in order for 
us to understand actually, the fact that the 
species are preserved is not enough. We need 
further to make use of them in a manner be- 
fitting the things of which they are the species, 
which things are natures existing in individuals. 

Reply Obj. 2. Even the phantasm is the like- 
ness of an individual thing; therefore the imag- 
ination does not need any further likeness of 
the individual, whereas the intellect does. 

Reply Obj. 3. Incorporeal things, of which 
there are no phantasms, are known to us by 
comparison with sensible bodies-of which there 
are phantasms. Thus we unde‘stand truth by 
considering a thing of which ve examine the 
truth: and God, as Dionysius "ays (Div. Nom 
i),? we know as cause, by wayfof excess and by 
way of remotion. Other incondoreal substances 
we know in the present statea/f life only by way 
of remotion or by some con} arison to corporeal 
things. And, therefore. wren we understand 
something about these thif Zs, we need to turn 
to phantasms of hodies. 4sthough there are no 
phantasms of the things {1 iemselves. 


he 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Jadgment of the In- 
tellect Is Hindered through Sus pension 
of the Senses? 

We proceed thus to 
would seem that the ju 
is not hindered by susp 

Objection 1. For the sgerior does not depend 
on the inferior. But thé‘judgment of the intel- 
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lect is higher.than the senses. Therefore. the 
judgment of the intellect is not hindered 
through suspension of the senses. ‘ 

Obj. 2. Further, to syllogize is an act of the 
intellect. But during sleep the senses are sus- 
pended, as is said in the book on Sleep,’ and yet 
it sometimes happens that we syllogize while 
asleep. Therefore the judgment of the intellect 
is not hindered through suspension of the senses. 

On the contrary, What a man does while 
asleep, against the moral law, is not imputed to 
him as a sin, as Augustine says (Gem. ad lit. xii, 
15).4 But this would not be the case if man, 
while asleep, had free use of his reason and in- 
tellect. Therefore the judgment of the intellect 
is hindered by suspension of the senses. 

I answer that, As we have said above (A. 7; 
Q. XII, AA. 4, 11), our intellect’s proper and pro- 
portionate object is the nature of a sensible 
thing. Now a perfect judgment concerning any- 
thing cannot be formed, unless all that pertains 
to that thing is known; especially if that which 
is the term and end of judgment is not known. 
Now the Philosopher says® that ‘as the end of 
a practical science is the work to be done, so 
the end of natural science is that which is per- 
ceived principally through the senses”; for the 
smith does not seek knowledge of a knife except 
for the purpose of the work to be done, in order 
that he may produce a certain individual knife; 
and in like manner the natural philosopher does 
not seck to know the nature of a stone and of a 
horse save for the purpose of knowing the na- 
tures of those things which he perceives with 
his senses. Now it is clear that a smith cannot 
judge perfectly of a knife unless he knows the 
work that must be done, and in like manner the 
natural philosopher cannot judge perfectly of 
natural things unless he knows sensible things. 
But in the present state of life whatever we 
understand we know by comparison to natural 
sensible things. Consequeni‘y it is not possible 
for our intellect to form a perfect judgment 
while the senses are suspended, through which 
sensible things are known to us. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the intellect is su- 
perior to the senses, nevertheless in a manner 
it receives from the senses, and its first and. 
principal objects are founded in sensible things. 
And therefore suspension of the senses neces- 
sanly involves a hindrance to the judgment of 
the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. The senses are suspended in 
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the sleeper through. certain ‘evaporations and 
the escape of certain exhalations, as we read in 
the book on Sleep.! And, therefore, according 
to the disposition of such evaporation, the 
senses are more or Jess suspended. For when the 
motion of the vapors is considerable, not only 
are the senses suspended, but also the imagina- 
tion, so that there are no phantasms; and this 
happens especially when a man falls asleep after 
eating and drinking copiously. If, however, the 
motion of the vapors be somewhat less, phan- 
tasms appear, but distorted and without order; 
thus it happens in a case of fever. And if the 
motion be still more attenuated, the phantasms 
will have 4 certain order; thus especially does 
it happen towards the end of sleep, in sober 
men and those who are gifted with a strong 
imagination. If the motion of the vapors is very 
slight, not only does the imagination retain its 
freedom, but also the common sense is partly 
freed, so that sometimes while asleep a man 
may judge that what he sees is a dream, discern- 
ing, as it were, between things and their like- 
nesses. Nevertheless, the common sense re- 
mains partly suspended, and therefore, although 
it discriminates some likenesses from the reality, 
yet is it always deceived in some particular. 
Therefore, while man is asleep, according as 
sense and imagination are free. so the judgment 
of his intellect is unfettered, though not en- 
tirely. Consequently, if a man syllogizes while 
asleep, when he wakes up he invariably rec- 
ognizes a flaw in some respect. 


QUESTION LXXXV 
OF THE MODE AND ORDER OF 
UNDERSTANDING 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE come now to consider the mode and order 
of understanding. Under this head there are 
eight points of inquiry: (1) whether our intel- 
lect understands by abstracting the species from 
the phantasms? (2) Whether the intelligible 
species abstracted from the phantasms are what 
our intellect understands, or that whereby it 
understands? (3) Whether our intellect na- 
turally first understands the more universal? 
(4) Whether our intellect can know many things 
at the same time? (5) Whether our intellect 
understands by composing and dividing? (6) 
Whether the intellect can err? (7) Whether 
one intellect can understand the same thing 
better than another? (8) Whether our intellect 
understands, the indivisible before the divisible? 
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ARTICLE t: Whether Our Intellect Understands 
Corporeal and Material Things by 
Abstraction from Phantasms? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that our intellect does not understand cor- 
porea] and materia] things by abstraction from 
the phantasms. 

Objection. 1. For the intellect is false if it 
understands a thing other than it is. Now the 
forms of material things do not exist abstracted 
from the particular things whose likenesses are 
the phantasms. Therefore. if we understand 
material things by abstraction of the species 
from the phantasm, there will be falsity in the 
intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, material things are natural 
things which include matter in their definition. 
But nothing can be understood apart from that 
which enters into its definition. Therefore ma- 
terial things cannot be understood apart from 
matter. Now matter is the principle of in- 
dividuation. Therefore material things cannot 
be understood by abstraction of the universal 
from the particular, which is to abstract the in- 
telligible species from the phantasm. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
“the phantasm is to the intellectual soul what 
colour is to the sight.” But seeing is not caused 
by abstraction of species from colour, but by 
colour impressing itself on the sight. Therefore 
neither does the act of understanding take place 
by abstraction gf something from the phantasm, 
but by the ph#ntasm impressing itself on the 
intellect. 

Obj. 4. Furtk@r, the Philosopher says? there 
are two things ir{the intellectual soul—the pos- 
sible intellect arg] the agent intellect. But it 
does not pertain the possible intellect to ab- 
stract the intelligif§ species from the phantasm, 
but to receive them when abstracted. Neither 
does it seem to peain to the agent intellect, 
which is related to @e phantasm, as light is to 
colour, since light (es not abstract anything 
from colour, but ratl$ir flows into it. Therefore 
in no way do we undeBtand by abstraction from 
phantasms. 

Obj. 5. Further, te Philosopher says‘ that 
“the intellect under'§ands the species in the 
phantasm,” and not,™herefore, by abstraction. 

On the contrary, T@ Philosopher says® that 
“things are intclligiblegn proportion as they are 
separable from matt.” Therefore material 
things must be underst™@d according as they are 


Tbid., 111, § (430*14). 
bid, wt, 4 (42921). 


2 Soul, m1, 7 (431°14). 
4 Jbid., ut, 7 (43122). 


453 
abstracted from matter and from material like- 
nesses, namely, phantasms, 

I answer that, As stated above (9. LXxxIv, A. 
7), the object of knowledge is proportionate to 
the power of knowledge. Now there are three 
grades of knowing powers. For one knowing 
power, namely, the sense, is the act of a cor- 
poreal organ. And therefore the object of every 
sensitive power is a form as existing in corpo- 
real matter. And since such matter is the prin- 
ciple of individuality, therefore every power 
of the sensitive part can only have knowledge 
of the individual. There is another grade of 
knowing power which is neither the act of a 
corporeal organ, nor in any way connected with 
corporeal matter; such is the angelic intellect, 
the object of whose knowing power is therefore 
a form subsisting apart from matter, for though 
angels know material things, yet they do not 
contemplate them save in something imma- 
terial, namely, either in themselves or in God. 
But the human intellect holds a middle place, 
for it is not the act of an organ, yet it is a 
power of the soul which is the form of the 
body, as is clear from what we have said above 
(q. Lxxvi, A. 1). And therefore it is proper to 
it to know a form existing individually in cor- 
poreal matter, but not as existing in this in- 
dividua] matter. But to know what is in in- 
dividual matter, not as existing in such matter, 
is to abstract the form from individual matter 
which is represented by the phantasms. There- 
fore we must say that our intel/ect understands 
material things by abstracting¢.rom the phan- 
tasms, and through material ,iings thus con- 
sidered we acquire some knojiledge of imma- 
terial things, just as, on thegcontrary, angels 
know material things throu . the immaterial. 

But Plato, considering onl/j the immateriality 
of the human intellect, but/“ot the fact that it 
is in some way united tof,ae body, held that 
the objects of the intelle¢, are separate ideas, 
and that we understand né- by abstraction, but 
by participating things ab/,ract, as stated above 
(Q. LXXXIV, A. 1). 4 

Reply Obj. 1. Abstract on may occur in two 
ways: First, by way of composition and division, 
as when we understand tlfit one thing does not 
exist in some other, or tft it is separate from 
it. Secondly, by way ofsimple and absolute 
consideration, as when wy understand one thing 
without considering the f ther. Thus for the in- 
tellect to abstract ong’ from another things 
which are not really abf, ract from one another, 
does, in the first mofcs of abstraction, imply 
falsehood. But, in th” 2cond mode of abstrac- 
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tion, for the intellect to abstract things which 
are not really abstract from one another does 
not involve falsehood, as clearly appears in the 
case of the senses. For if we understood or said 
that colour is not in a coloured body, or that 
it Is separate from it, there would be error in 
this opinion or assertion. But if we consider 
colour and its properties, without reference to 
the apple which is coloured, or if we express in 
word what we thus understand, there is no error 
in such an opinion or assertion, because apple 
is not in the notion of colour, and therefore 
colour can be understood independently of the 
apple. Likewise, the things which belong to the 
notion of the species of a material thing, such 
as a stone, or a man, or a horse, can be thought 
of apart from the individualizing principles 
which do not belong to the notion of the species. 
This is what we mean by abstracting the uni- 
versal from the particular, or the intelligible 
species from the phantasm; that is, by consider- 
ing the nature of the species apart from its in- 
dividual principles, which are represented by 
the phantasms. If, therefore, the intellect is 
said to be false when it understands a thing 
otherwise than as it is, that is so, if the word 
“otherwise” refers to the thing understood: for 
the intellect is false when it understands a thing 
otherwise than as it is, and so the intellect would 
be false if it abstracted the species of a stone 
from its matter in such a way as to understand 
the species not to be in matter, as Plato held.! 
But it is not so, if the word “otherwise” be 
taken as referring to the one who understands. 
For it is quite true that the mode of undeistand- 
ing, in one who understands, is not the same as 
the mode of a thing in being, since the thing 
understood is immaterially in the one who un- 
derstands, according to the mode of the intel- 
lect, and not materially, according to the mode 
of a material thing, 

Reply Obj. 2. Some have thought? that the 
species of a natural thing is a form only, and 
that matter is not part of the species. If that 
were so, matter would not enter into the defini- 
tion of natural things. Therefore it must be 

.said otherwise, that matter is twofold: common, 
‘and signate or individual; common, such as 
flesh and bone, and individual, as this flesh and 
these bones. The intellect therefore abstracts 
the species of a natural thing from the in- 
dividual sensible matter, but not from the com- 
mon sensible matter; for example, it abstracts 
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the species of man from this flesh and these 
bones, which do not belong to the notion of the 
species, but to the individual,! and need not be 
considered in the species; the species of man 
however cannot be abstracted by the intellect 
from flesh and bones. 

Mathematical species, however, can be ab- 
stracted by the intellect from sensible matter, 
not only from individual, but also from com- 
mon matter, though not from common intelli- 
gible matter, but only from individual matter. 
For sensible matter is corporeal matter as sub- 
ject to sensible qualities, such as being cold or 
hot, hard or soft, and the like, while intelligible 
matter is substance as subject to quantity. Now 
it is manifest that quantity is in substance be- 
fore sensible qualities are. Hence quantities, 
such as number, dimension, and figures, which 
are the terminations of quantity, can be con- 
sidered apart from sensible qualities, and this 
is to abstract them from sensible matter; but 
they cannot be considered without understand- 
ing the substance which is subject to the quan- 
tity, for that would be to abstract them from 
common intelligible matter. Yet they can be 
considered apart from this or that substance, 
for that is to abstract them from individual in- 
telligible matter. 

But some things can be abstracted even from 
common intelligible matter, such as being, unity, 
potency and act, and the like, which can he 
without matter, as is plain regarding immaterial 
things. Because Plato failed to consider the two- 
fold kind of abstraction, as above explained 
(ans. 1), he held that all those things which we 
have stated to be abstracted by the intellect are 
abstract in reality.’ 

Reply Obj. 3. Colours, as being in individual 
corporeal matter, have the same mode of exist- 
ence as the power of sight, and therefore they 
can impress their likeness on the sight. But 
phantasms. since they are likenesses of in- 
dividuals and exist in corporeal organs, have 
not the same mode of existence as the human 
intellect, as is clear from what we have said, 
and therefore have not the power of themselves 
to make an impression on the possible intellect. 
This is done by the power of the agent intellect 
which by turning towards the phantasm pro- 
duces in the possible intellect a certain likeness 
which represents the thing of which it is the 
phantasm only so far as regards the nature of 
the species. It is thus that the intelligible species 
is said to be abstracted from the phantasm, not 


1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, vil, 10 (1035%28) 
27See Q. LKXXIV, A. 1; also QO. L, A. 2. 
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that the numerically same form which pre- 
viously was in the phantasm is subsequently in 
the possible intellect, in the way in which a 
body is taken from one place and transferred 
to another, 

Reply Obj. 4. The phantasm, is both illumi- 
nated by the agent intellect and, beyond this, 
the intelligible species is abstracted from it by 
the power of the agent intellect. The agent in- 
tellect illuminates the phantasm because just as 
the sensitive part acquires a greater power by 
its conjunction with the intellect, so by the 
power of the agent intellect the phantasms are 
made more ht for the abstraction from them of 
intelligible intentions. Furthermore the agent 
intellect abstracts the intelligible species from 
the phantasm, since by the power of the agent 
intellect we are able to take into our considera- 
tion apart from individual conditions the na- 
tures of species, in accordance with whose like- 
nesses the possible intellect is informed. 

Reply Obj. 5. Our intellect both abstracts the 
intelligible species from the phantasms, in so 
far as it considers the natures of things uni- 
versally, and nevertheless understands these na- 
tures in the phantasms, since it cannot under- 
stand the things of which it abstracts the species 
without turning to the phantasms, as we have 
said above (Q. LXXXIV, A. 7). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Intelligible Species Ab- 
stracted from the Phantasm Is Related to Our 
Intellect As Thgt Which Is Understood? 


We proceedithus to the Second Article: It 
would seem t¥et the intelligible species ab- 
stracted from t@ phantasm is related to our in- 
tellect as that vfhich is understood. 

Objection 1. Apr the understood in act is in 
the one who uncirstands, since the understood 
in act is the inteMmct itself in act. But nothing 
of what is underst'#hd is in the intellect actually 
understanding sav the abstracted intelligible 
species. Therefore t"§s species is what is actually 
understood. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is actually understood 
must be in somethi3®; otherwise it would be 
nothing. But it is no in the thing which is out- 
side the soul, for,#since the thing which is 
outside the soul is mXerial, nothing therein can 
be what is actually uflerstood. Therefore what 
is actually understoog is in the intellect. Con- 
sequently it can be néfhing else than the above 
mentioned intelligiblegspecies. 

Obj. 3. Further, thi, Philosopher says*® that 
“words are signs of th, %&passions in the soul.” 

3 Inter pretation, x (1683)... 
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But words signify the things understood, for we 
express by word what we understand. Therefore 
these passions of the soul, namely, the intelli- 
gible species, are what is actually understood. 

On the contrary, The intelligible species is to 
the intellect what the sensible image is to the 
sense. But the sensible image is not what is 
perceived, but rather that by which sense per- 
ceives. Therefore the intelligible species is not 
what is understood, but that by which the in- 
tellect understands. 

‘I answer that, Some have asserted that our 
intellectual powers know only the impression 
made on them,! as, for example, that sense is 
cognizant only of the impression made on its 
own organ. According to this theory, the intellect 
understands only its own impression, namely, 
the intelligible species which it has received, so 
that this species is what is understood. 

This is, however, manifestly false for two 
reasons, First, because the things we under- 
stand and the objects of science are the 
same, Therefore if what we understand is 
merely the intelligible species in the soul, 
it would follow that every science would not 
be concerned with things outside the soul, but 
only with the intelligible species within the 
soul; thus, according to the teaching of the 
Platonists all science is about ideas, which they 
held to be actually understood Secondly, it 
is untrue because it would lead to the opinion 
of the philosophers of antiquity who maintained 
that “whatever seems. is true,’{: and that con- 
sequently contradictories an true simulta- 
neously. for if the power kné ws its own im- 
pression only, it can judge pve only. Now 
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a thing seems according to the[.mpression made 
on the knowing power. Conseé,uently the know- 
ing power will always judgefyf its own impres- 
sion as such, and so every”judgment will be 
true; for instance, if tast¢ perceived only its 
own impression, when an ‘me with a healthy 
taste judges that honey is ¢ veet, he would judge 
truly; and likewise if affone with a corrupt 
taste judges that honey #"bitter, this would be 
true, for each would judg according to the im- 
pression on his taste. Thuf every opinion would 
be equally true; in fact,fevery sort of appre- 
hension. 
Therefore it must be 
species is related to 
which it understands, 
1 Protagoras and Heraclit 
1X, 3 (1047°%6); Iv, 3 (10052: 
IX, 3; IV, 0. 
3 Cf. Q. LXXXIV, AA. T, 
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph 
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There is a twofold:action,* one which remains 
in 'the agent, for instance, to see. and to under- 
stand, and another which :passes into an ex- 
ternal thing, for instance, to heat and to cut; 
and each of these actions proceeds in virtue of 
some form. And as the form from. which an act 
tending to something external proceeds is the 
likeness of the object of the action, as heat in 
the heater is a likeness of the thing heated, so 
the form from which an action remaining in the 
agent proceeds is the likeness of the object. 
Hence that by which the sight sees is the like- 
ness of the visible thing; and the likeness of the 
thing understood, that is, the intelligible species, 
is the form by which the intellect understands. 
But since the intellect is turned back (reflecti- 
tur) upon itself, by the same reflection it under- 
stands both its own act of understanding and 
the species by which it understands. Thus the 
intelligible species is that which is understood 
secondarily, but that which is primarily under- 
stood is the thing. of which the intelligible 
species is the likeness. 

This also appears from the opinion of the 
ancient philosophers,® who said that ‘‘like is 
known by like.” For they said that the soul 
knows the earth outside itself by the earth with- 
in itself; and so of the rest. If, therefore, we 
take the species of the earth instead of the 
earth, according to Aristotle.® who says that ‘‘a 
stone is not in the soul, but the likeness of the 
stone,” it follows that the soul knows the things 
which are outside of it, by means of its intel- 
ligible species. 

Reply Obj. 1. The thing understood is in the 
one who understands by its own likeness, and it 
is in this sense that we say that the thing ac- 
tually understood is the intellect in act, because 
the likeness of the thing understood is the form 
of the intellect, just as the likeness of a sensible 
thing is the form of the sense in act. Hence it 
does not follow that the intelligible species ab- 
stracted is what is actually understood, but 
rather that it is the likeness of it. 

Reply Obj. 2. In these words “the thing ac- 
tually understood” there is a twofold meaning: 
the thing which is understood, and the fact that 
It is understood. In like manner the words ‘“ab- 
stract universal” imply two things, the nature 
of a thing and its abstraction or universality. 
Therefore the nature itself to which it falls to 
be understood, or to be abstracted, or to bear 
the intention of universality is only in individ- 


4 Metaphysics, 1x, 8 (ro50°23). 
’ Empedocles and Plato, in Aristotle, Soul, 1, 5 (40926); 
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uals; but that it is understood, abstracted, or 
bears the intention of universality is in the intel- 
lect. We see something. similar to this in the 
senses. For the sight sees the colour of the apple 
apart from its smell. If therefore it be asked 
where is the colour which is seen apart from 
the smell, it is clear that the colour which is 
seen is only in the apple; but that it is perceived 
apart from the smell is owing to the sight, since 
the likeness of colour and not of smell is in the 
sight. In like manner the humanity which is un- 
derstood is only in this or that man, but that 
humanity is apprehended without the individual 
conditions, that is, that it is abstracted and con- 
sequently considered as universal, happens to 
humanity according as it is perceived by the in- 
tellect, in which there is a likeness of the spe- 
cific nature, but not of the individual principles. 

Reply Obj. 3. There are two operations in 
the sensitive part. One in regard to change only, 
und thus the operation of the senses takes place 
by the senses being changed by the sensible. 
The other is formation, according as the imagi- 
nation forms for itself an image of an absent 
thing, or even of something never seen. Both of 
these operations are found in the intellect. For 
in the first place there is the passion of the pos- 
sible intellect as informed by the intelligible 
species; and then the possible intellect thus in- 
formed forms a definition, or a division, or a 
composition, which is expressed by a word. 
Thus the notion signified by a word is its defini- 
tion, and a proposition signifies the intellect’s 
division or composition. Words do not there- 
fore signify the intelligible species themselves, 
but that which the intellect forms for itself for 
the purpose of judging of external things. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the More Universal 
Is First in Our Intellectual Knowledge? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the more universal is not first 
in our intellectual knowledge. 

Objection 1. For what is first and more 
known in its own nature is secondarily and less 
known in relation to ourselves. But universals 
come first as regards their nature, because that 
is first which does not involve the existence of 
its correlative. Therefore the universals are 
secondarily known as regards our intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, the composite precedes the 
simple in relation to us. But universals are the 
more simple. Therefore they are known sec- 
ondarily by us. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that 

1 Physics, 1, 1 (184%11) 
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the object defined comes in our knowledge be- 
fore the parts of its definition. But the more 
universal is part of the definition of the less uni- 
versal, as animal is part of the definition of 
man. Therefore the universals are secondarily 
known by us. 

Obj. 4. Further, we know causes and prin- 
ciples by their effects. But universals are prin- 
ciples. Therefore universals are secondarily 
known by us. 

On the contrary, “We must proceed from the 
universal to the singular.’ 

f answer that, In our knowledge there are two 
things to be considered. First, that intellectual 
knowledge in some degree arises from sensible 
knowledge. And, because sense has singular 
things for its object, and intellect has the uni- 
versal for its object, it follows that our knowl- 
edge of the former comes before our knowledge 
of the Jatter. Secondly, we must consider that 
our intellect proceeds from a state of potency 
to a state of act. But everything which proceeds 
from potency to act comes first to an incom- 
plete act, which is midway between potency and 
act, before achieving the perfect act. The per- 
fect act of the intellect is complete knowledge, 
when the thing is distinctly and determinately 
known, whereas the incomplete act is imperfect 
knowledge, when the thing is known indis- 
tinctly, and as it were confusedly. A thing thus 
imperfectly known, is known relatively in act 
and in some measure in potency, and hence the 
Philosopher sayg,® that “what is manifest and 
certain is knowrdfo us al first confusedly; after- 
wards we know iby distinguishing its principles 
and elements.” -@ow it is evident that to know 
something that c§mprises many things without 
proper knowledgaof each thing contained in it 
is to know that thil§ confusedly. In this way we 
can have knowle not only of the universal 
whole, which conta parts potentially, but also 
of the integral whe#; for each whole can be 
known confusedly, @vithout its parts being 
known. But to kno® distinctly what is con- 
tained in the universa,@whole is to know the less 
common, as to knownimal indistinctly is to 
know it as animal, whreas to know animal dis- 
tinctly is to know it a rational or irrational an- 
imal, that is, to know ‘\man or a lion; therefore 
our intellect knows an jal before it knows man, 
and the same reason plds in comparing any- 
thing more universal y@th the less universal. 

Moreover, as sense,Mlike the intellect, pro- 
ceeds from potency toygct, the same order of 


2 Tbid., (184%23). 
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knowledge appears in the senses. For by sense 
we judge of the more common before the less 
common, in reference both to place and time; 
in reference to place, when a thing is seen afar 
off it is seen to be a body before it is seen to 
be an animal, and to be an animal before it is 
seen to be a man, and to be a man before it 
is seen to be Socrates or Plato: and the same is 
true as regards time, for a child can distinguish 
man from not man before he distinguishes this 
man from that, and therefore “‘children at first 
call all men fathers, and later on distinguish 
each one from the others.’ 

The reason of this is clear, because he who 
knows a thing indistinctly is in a state of po- 
tency as regards knowing its principle of dis- 
tinction, just as he who knows genus is in a 
state of potency as regards knowing difference. 
Thus it is evident that indistinct knowledge is 
midway between potency and act. We must 
therefore conclude that knowledge of the singu- 
lar and individual is prior. as regards us, to the 
knowledge of the universal, just as sensible 
knowledge is prior to intellectual knowledge. 
But in both sense and intellect the knowledge 
of the more common precedes the knowledge of 
the less common. 

Reply Obj. 1. The universal can be considered 
in two ways. First, the universal nature may be 
considered together with the intention of uni- 
versality. And since the intention of univer- 
sality, namely, the relation of one and the same 
to many, is due to intellectualjubstraction, the 
universal thus considered mus}‘be a secondary 
consideration. Hence it is saig’, that the “uni- 
versal animal is either nothy'g or something 
secondary.” But according tq’Plato, who held 
that universals are subsist a the universal 
considered thus would be pri A ‘to the particular, 
for the latter, according t iim, are only par- 
ticipations of the subsistg t universals which 
he called ideas 

Secondly, the universal ‘an be considered in 
the nature itself—for igptance, anjmality or 
humanity as existing in th’: individual. And thus 
we must distinguish two irders of nature: one, 
by way of generation am time; and thus the 
imperfect and the poten#al come first. In this 
way the more common @mes first in the order 
of nature, as appears c| burly in the generation 
of man and animal; for ,he aninial is generated 
before man,” as the  hilosopher says.‘ The 
other order is the ordey of perfection or of the 
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intention of nature. For instance, act considered 
absolutely is naturally prior to potency, and 
the perfect to the imperfect; thus the less com- 
mon comes naturally before the more common, 
as man comes before animal. For the intention 
of nature does not stop at the generation of an- 
imal, but goes on to the generation of man. 

Reply Obj. 2. The more common universal 
may be compared to the less common, as the 
whole and as the part. As the whole, considering 
that in the more universal is potentially con- 
tained not only the less universal, but also other 
things, as in animal is contained not only man 
but also horse. As part, considering that the less 
common contains in its notion not only the more 
common, but also other things as man contains 
not only animal but also rational. Therefore ani- 
mal in itself comes into our knowledge before 
man, but man comes before animal considered 
as part of the same notion. 

Reply Obj. 3. A part can be known in two 
ways. First, absolutely, considered in itself; and 
thus nothing prevents the parts being known be- 
fore the whole, as stones are known before a 
house 1s known. Secondly, as belonging to a cer- 
tain whole; and thus we must know the whole 
before its parts. For we know a house in a con- 
fused way before we know its individual parts. 
So likewise the elements of a definition abso- 
lutely considered are known before the thing 
defined is known; otherwise the thing defined 
would not be made known by them. But as parts 
of the definition they are known after. For we 
know man in a confused way as man before we 
know how to distinguish all that belongs to the 
notion of man. 

Reply Obj. 4. The universal, as understood 
with the intention of universality, is, indeed, in 
a way, a principle of knowledge, in that the in- 
tention of universality results from the mode of 
understanding which is by way of abstraction 
But what is a principle of xnowledge is not of 
necessity a principle of being, as Plato thought.° 
since at times we know a cause through its ef- 
fect, and substance through accidents. There- 
fore the universal thus considered, according to 
the opinion of Aristotle, is neither a principle of 


“being, nor a substance, as he makes clear.® But 


if we consider the generic or specific nature it- 
self as existing in the singular, thus in a way it is 
in the nature of a formal principle in regard to 
the singulars, for the singular is the result of 
matter, while the notion of species is from the 
form. But the generic nature is compared to the 


’See above, Q. LXX\IV, A. 1. 
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specific nature rather after the fashion of a ma- 
terial principle, because the generic nature is 
taken from that which is material in a thing, 
while the notion of species is taken from that 
which is formal; thus the notion of animal is 
taken from the sensitive part, while the notion 
of man is taken from the intellectual part. Thus 
if is that the ultimate intention of nature is to 
the species and not to the individual, nor to the 
genus, because the form is the end of generation, 
while matter is for the sake of the form. Neither 
is it necessary that, as regards us, knowledge of 
any cause or principle should be secondary, 
since at times through sensible causes we be- 
come acquainted with unknown effects, and 
sometimes conversely. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether We Can Understand 
Many Things at the Same Time? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that we can understand many 
things at the same time. 

Objection 1. For intellect is above time, 
whereas the succession of before and after be- 
longs to time. Therefore the intellect does not 
understand different things in succession, but at 
the same time. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is nothing to prevent 
different forms not opposed to each other from 
actually being in the same subject, as, for in- 
stance, colour and smell are in the apple. But in- 
telligible species are not opposed to each other. 
Therefore there is nothing to prevent the same 
intellect being in act as regards different intel- 
ligible species. and thus it can understand many 
things at the same time. 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect understands a 
whole at the same time, such as a man or a 
house. Bul a whole contains many parts. There- 
fore the intellect understands many things at the 
same time. 

Obj. 4 Further, we cannot know the differ- 
ence between two things unless we know both at 
the same time,' and the same is to be said of any 
other comparison. But our intellect knows the 
difference between one thing and another. 
Therefore it knows many things at the same 
time. 

On the contrary, It is said? that “understand- 
ing is of one thing only, science is of many.” 

I answer that, The intellect can, indeed, un- 
derstand many things as one, but not as many; 
that is to say, by one but not by many intelligi- 
ble species. For the mode of every action fol- 


1 Aristotle, Sou?, 11, 2 (426522). 
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lows the form which is the principle of that ac- 
tion. Therefore whatever things the intellect can 
understand under one species it can understand 
at the same time; hence it is that God sees all 
things at the same time, because He sees all in 
one. that is, in His Essence. But whatever things 
the intellect understands under different species, 
it docs not understand at the same time. The 
reason of this is that it is impossible for one and 
the same subject to be perfected at the same 
time by many forms of one genus and diverse 
species, just as it is impossible for one and the 
same body at the same time to have different 
colours or different shapes. Now all intelligible 
species belong to one genus, because they are 
the perfections of one intellectual power; al- 
though the things of which they are the species 
belong to different genera. Therefore it is impos- 
sible for one and the same intellect to be perfect- 
ed at the same time by different intelligible spe- 
cies so as actually to understand different things. 

Reply 0bj. 1. The intellect is above that time 

which is the measure of the movement of cor- 
poreal things. But the multitude itself of intel- 
ligible species causes a certain change of intel- 
ligible operations, according as one operation 
succeeds another. And this change is called time 
by Augustine,‘who says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20, 
22),3 that “God moves the spiritual creatures 
through time.” 
. Not only is it impossible for 
Mo exist at the same time in the 
neither can any forms belong- 
ing to the same4enus, even though they are not 
opposed to one nother, as is clear from the ex- 
amples of coloum§ and shapes. 

Reply Obj. 3. Zarts can be understood in two 
ways. First, in a dgnfused way, as existing in the 
whole, and thus tay are known through the one 
form of the whole and so are known together. 
In another way the™ are known distinctly; thus 
each is known by its4Bpecies, and so they are not 
understood at the saffe time. 

Reply Obj. 4. Wifp the intellect knows the 
difference or compari@n between one thing and 
another, it knows bot#under the aspect of their 
difference or compargson; just as it knows the 
parts under the aspedj of the whole. as we have 
said above (ad 3). 
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Objection 1. For composition and division are 
only of many. But the intellect cannot under- 
stand many things at the same time. Therefore 
it cannot understand by composition and divi- 
sion. 

Obj. 2. Further, every composition and divi- 
sion implies past, present, or future time. But 
the intellect abstracts from time, as also from 
other individual conditions. Therefore the intel- 
lect does not understand by composition and 
division. 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect understands 
things by assimilation to them. But composition 
and division are not in things, for nothing is in 
things but the thing signified by the predicate 
and the subject, which is one and the same if 
the composition is true, for man is truly what 
animal is. Therefore the intellect does not act by 
composition and division. 

|On the contrary, Words signify the concep- 
tions of the intellect, as the Philosopher says.! 
But in words we find composition and division, 
as appears in affirmative and negative proposi- 
tions. Therefore the intellect acts by composi- 
tion and division. 

I answer that, That human intellect must of 
necessity understand by composition and divi- 
sion. For since the intellect passds from potency 
to act, it has a likeness to things-which are gen- 
erated, which do not attain to perfection all at 
once but acquire it by degrees. £md likewise the 
human intellect does not acquirn-perfect knowl- 
edge of the thing by the first ajtorehension; but 
it first apprehends something f{{bout the thing, 
such as its quiddity, and thig¢‘is its first and 
proper object; and then it undé"stands the prop- 
erties, accidents, and the variof’s relations of the 
essence. Thus it necessarily cfmpares one thing 
with another by compositi or division; and 
from one composition and 


.vision it proceeds 
to another, which is to rea A. 

But the angelic and thef’)ivine intellect, like 
all incorruptible things, hg,e their perfection at 
once from the beginning. gence the angelic and 
the Divine intellect havg'the entire knowledge 
of a thing at once and pa sectly; and hence also 
in knowing the quiddity }f a thing they know 
at once whatever we can f.now by composition, 
division, and reasoning. @iherefore the human 
intellect knows by comgwsition division. and 
reasoning. But the Divigf: and the angelic intel- 
lect know, indeed, con#sosition, division, and 
reasoning, not by the pgpcess itself, but by un- 
derstanding the simple Asiddity. 

‘ition and division of the 
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intellect are made by differentiating and com- 
paring. Hence the intellect knows many things 
when it composes and divides, just as when it 
knows the difference and comparison of things. 
Reply Obj. 2. Although the intellect abstracts 
from the phantasms, it does not understand ac- 
tually without turning to the phantasms, as we 
have said (A. 1, and q. LxxxIv, A. 7). And as. 
regards turning to the phantasms, composition 
and division of the intellect involve time, 
Reply Obj. 3. The likeness of a thing is re- 
ceived into the intellect according to the mode 
of the intellect, and not according to the mode 
of the thing. Therefore something on the part of 
the thing corresponds to the composition and 
division of the intellect, but it does not exist in 
the same wav in the intellect and in the thing. 
For the proper object of the human intellect is 
the quiddity of a material thing, which falls 
under the senses and the imagination. Now in a 
material thing there is a twofold composition. 
First, there is the composition of form with 
matter, and to this corresponds that composi- 
tion of the intellect by which the universal 
whole is predicated of its part; for the genus is 
derived from common matter, while the differ- 
ence that completes the species is derived from 
the form, and the particular from individual 
matter. The second composition is of accident 
with subject, and to this composition corre- 
sponds that composition of the intellect by 
which accident is predicated of subject, as when 
we say “the man is white.” Nevertheless com- 
position of the intellect differs from composi- 
tion of things; for in the latter the components 
are diverse, whereas composition of the intellect 
is a sign of the identity of the components. For 
the composition of the intellect does not assert 
that man is whiteness, but the assertion, “the 
man is white, means that “the man is somethmg 
having whiteness,” and the subject, which is a 
man, is identified with a sudject having white- 
ness. It is the same with the composition of form 
and matter, for animal signifies that which has a 
sensitive nature; rational, that which has an in- 
tellectual nature; man, that which has both; and 
Socrates that which has a]] these things together 
‘with individual matter. And according to this 
kind of identity our intellect composes one 
thing with another by the act of predication. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Intellect Can Be False? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the intellect can be false. 
Objection 1. For the Philosopher says’ that 


2 Metaphysics, V1, 4 (102727). 
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“truth and falsehood are in the mind.” But the 
mind and intellect are the same, as is shown 
above (Q. LXxi). Therefore falsehood is in the 
intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, opinion and reasoning belong 
to the intellect. But falsehood is found in both. 
Therefore falsehood can be in the intellect. 

Obj, 3. Further, sin is in the intellectual part. 
But sin involves falsehood, for those err that 
work evil (Prov. 14. 22). Therefore falsehood 
can be in the intellect. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXILI, 
gu. 32),! that “everyone who is deceived, does 
not rightly understand that wherein he is de- 
ceived.” And the Philosopher says? that “the in- 
tellect is always true.” 

I answer that, The Philosopher? compares in- 
tellect with sense on this point. For sense is not 
deceived in its proper object, as sight in regard 
to colour, save accidentally through some hin- 
drance occurring to the organ—for example, the 
taste of a fever-stricken person judges a sweet 
thing to be bitter, through his tongue being viti- 
ated by ill humours. Sense, however, may be de- 
ceived as regards common sensibles, as size or 
figure; when, for example, it judges the sun to 
be only a foot in diameter, whereas in reality it 
exceeds the earth in size. Much more is sense 
deceived concerning accidental sensibles, as 
when it judges that vinegar is honey by reason 
of the colour being the same. The reason of this 
is evident; for every power, as such, is per se 
directed to its proper object, and things of this 
kind are always the same. Hence, so long as the 
power exists, its judgment concerning its own 
proper object dues not fail. Now the proper ob- 
ject of the intellect is the quiddity of a thing; 
and hence, properly speaking, the intellect is 
not at fault concerning this quiddity. But it 
may go astray as regards what surrounds the 
essence or quiddity of the thing, when it refers 
one thing to another, or in composition or divi- 
sion, or also in reasoning. Therefore, also in re- 
vard to those propositions, which are understood 
as soon as the meanings of their terms are under- 
stood, the intellect cannot err, as in the case of 
first principles from which arises the infallibility 
of truth, with regard to the certitude of scientific 
conclusions. 

The intellect, however, may be accidentally 
deceived in the quiddity of composite things, 
not by the defect of its organ, for the intellect 
is not a power using an organ, but on the part 
of the composition affecting the definition, 
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when, for instance, the definition of a thing is 
false in relation to something else. as the defini- 
tion of a circle applied to a triangle; or when a 
definition is false in itself as involving the com- 
position of things incompatible, as, for instance, 
to describe anything as a rational winged ani- 
mal. Hence as regards simple things in whose 
definition composition does not enter, we cannot 
be deceived unless, indeed, we understand noth- 
ing whatever about them, as is said the Meta- 
physics 3 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher says that false- 
hood is in the mind in regard to composition 
and division. The same answer applies to the 
second objection concerning opinion and rea- 
soning, and to the ¢hird objection, concerning 
the error of the sinner, who errs in the practical 
judgment of the object of desire. But in the ab- 
solute consideration of the quiddity of a thing 
and of those things which are known thereby, 
the intellect is never deceived. In this sense are 
to be understood the authorities quoted in proof 
of the opposite conclusion, 


ARTICLE 7. Whether One Person Can Under- 
stand One and the Same Thing Better 
Than Another @an? 


We proceedithus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem tht one person cannot understand 
one and the sarge thing better than another can. 

Objection 1.@or Augustine says (QQ. LXXXTI, 
gu. 32),° “Wha §ver understands a thing other- 
wise than as it does not understand it at all. 
Hence it is clee@ that there is a perfect under- 
standing, than wich none other is more perfect; 
and therefore tire are not infinite degrees of 
understanding a hing, nor can one person un- 
derstand a thing E&tter than another can.” 

Obj. 2. Furtherf$he intellect is true in its act 
of understanding.“Wut truth, being a certain 
equality between tlSiught and thing, is not sub- 
ject to more or Jessi$for a thing cannot be said 
to be more or less ec'Mal. Therefore a thing can- 
not be more or Jess ug@erstood. 

Obj. 3. Further, ts} intellect is that which 
most pertains to fori in man. But different 
forms cause differentyBpecies. Therefore if one 
man understands better than another, it would 
seem that they do “ot belong to the same 
species. " 

On the contrary, Exierience shows that some 
understand more deepk} than do others, as one 
who carries a conclusit to its first principles 
and ultimate causes ung Wystands it more deeply 


~ 
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than the one who reduces it only to its proxi- 
mate causes, 

I answer that, To say that a thing is under- 
stood more by one than by another may be taken 
in two senses. First, so that the word more be 
taken as determining the act of understanding as 
regards the thing understood; and thus, one 
cannot understand the same thing more than an- 
other, because to understand it otherwise than 
as it is, either better or worse, would entail be- 
ing deceived, and such a one would not under- 
stand it. as Augustine argues (loc. cét.). In an- 
other sense the word more can be taken as de- 
termining the act of understanding on the part 
of him who understands; and so one may under- 
stand the same thing better than someone else, 
through having a greater power of understand- 
ing, just as a man may see a thing better with 
his bodily sight, whose power is greater, and 
whose sight is more perfect. The same applies to 
the intellect in two ways. First, as regards the 
intellect itself, which is more perfect. For it is 
plain that the better the disposition of a body, 
the better the soul allotted to it, which clearly 
appears in things of different species. And the rea- 
son for this is that act and form are received into 
matter according to maltter’s dipacity. Hence 
because some men have bodies of better disposi- 
tion, their souls have a greater powcr of under- 
standing. Thus it is said! that we see that those 
who have delicate flesh are of af” mind. Second- 
ly, this occurs in regard to theower powers of 
which the intellect has needfen its operation, 
for those in whom the imagilsitive, cogitative 
and remembering powers arefrf better disposi- 
tion are better disposed to unf-6rstand. 

The reply to the first objefion is clear from 
the above; likewise the replJto the second, for 
the truth of the intellect cop‘ists in the intellect 
understanding a thing as itf’s. 

Reply Obj. 3. The differf;Ace of form which is 
due only to the differentf isposition of matter 
causes not a specific but{only a numerical dif- 
ference; for different ing’viduals have different 
forms, diversified accor€’ng to the difference of 


matter. | 
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of principles and elements: But principles are 
indivisible, and elements are of divisible things 
Therefore the indivisible is known to us before 
the divisible. 

Obj. 2. Further, the definition of a thing con- 
tains what is known previously, for a “definition 
proceeds from the first and more known,” as is 
said in the Topics.’ But the indivisible is part of 
the definition of the divisible, as a point comes 
into the definition of a line; for as Euclid says,* 
a line is length without breadth, the extremities 
of which are points. Also unity comes into the 
definition of number, for ‘‘number is multitude 
measured by one,” as is said in the Meta- 
physics.» Therefore our intellect understands 
the indivisible before the divisible. 

Obj. 3. Further, Like is known by like. But the 
indivisible is more like to the intellect than is 
the divisible, because “the intellect is simple.’ 
Therefore our intellect first knows the indivisi- 
ble. 

On the contrary, It is said’ that ‘‘the indivisi- 
ble becomes known as a privation.” But priva- 
tion is known secondarily. Therefore likewise is 
the indivisible. 

I answer that, The object of our intellect in 
its present state is the quiddity of a material 
thing, which it abstracts from the phantasms. 
as above stated (q. LxxxIv. A 7). And since 
that which is known first and of itself by our 
knowing power is its proper object, we must 
consider its relationship to that quiddity in order 
to discover in what order the indivisible is 
known. Now the indivisible is threefold, as is 
said in the book on the Sou/ * First, the continu- 
ous is indivisible, since actually it is undivided, 
although potentially divisible; and this indivisi- 
bie is known to us before its division, which is a 
division into parts, because confused knowledge 
is prior to distinct knowledge, as we have said 
above (A. 3). Secondly, the indivisible is called 
so In relation to species, as ihe essence of man is 
something indivisible. This way, also, the indi- 
visible is understood before its division into es- 
sential parts, as we have said above (ibid.); and 
again before the intellect composes and divides 
by affirmation and negation The reason of this 


“is that both these kinds of indivisible are under- 


stood by the intellect of itself, as its proper ob- 
ject. The third kind of indivisible is what is al- 
together indivisible, as a point and unity, which 
cannot be divided either actually or potentially. 

* Aristotle, vi, 4 (141%32). 

4Geom., trans. of Boéthius, 1 (PL 63, 1307). 

§ Aristotle, x, 6 (1057%3). 
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And this indivisible is known secondarily, 
through the privation of divisibility. Hence a 
point is defined by way of privation as “that 
which has no parts,’”? and in like manner “the 
notion of one is that it is indivisible,” as stated 
in the Metaphysics.? And the reason of this is 
that this indivisible has a certain opposition to 
corporeal reality, which is the quiddity which 
the intellect seizes primarily and per se. 

But if our intellect understood by participa- 
tion of separate indivisible (forms), as the Pla- 
tonists maintained,’ it would follow that an in- 
divisible of thts kind is understood primarily, 
for according to the Platonists what is first is 
first participated by things.‘ 

Reply Obj. 1. In the acquisition of knowledge, 
principles and elements are not always first, for 
sometimes from sensible effects we arrive at the 
knowledge of principles and intelligible causes. 
But in perfected knowledge, the knowledge of 
effects always depends on the knowledge of 
principles and elements; for as the Philosopher 
says in the same passage that we consider our- 
selves to know, when we can resolve principles 
into their causes. 

Reply Obj 2. A point is not included in the 
definition of a line in general, for it is manifest 
that in an infinite line and in a circular line there 
is no point, save potentially. Euclid defines a 
finite straight line. and therefore he places a 
point in the definition of a line as the limit in 
the definition of that which is limited. But unity 
is the measure of number. Therefore it is in- 
cluded in the definition of a measured number. 
But it is not included in the definition of the 
divisible, but rather conversely. 

Reply Obj. 3. The likeness through which we 
understand is the species of the known in the 
knower. Therefore a thing is known first, not 
on account of a natural likeness to the knowing 
power, but on account of a relation of agree- 
ment between the knowing power and the ob- 
ject; otherwise sight would perceive hearing 
rather than cojfour. 


QUESTION LXXXVI 
WHAT OUR INTELLECT KNOWS IN 
MATERIAL TITINGS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE now have to consider what our intellect 
knows in material things. Under this head there 


1 Euclid, Geom., trans of Boéthius, Bk. 1 (PL 03, 1307). 
? Aristotle, x, 1 (105216). 

3 Cf. Q. LXXXIV, AA I, 4; Q LXXXVIIL, A. I. 
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are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether it 
knows singulars? (2) Whether it knows infinite 
things? (3) Whether it knows contingent 
things? (4) Whether it knows future things? 


ARTICLE 1.-Whether Our Intellect Knows 
Singulars? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
scem that our intellect knows singulars. 

Objection 1. For whoever knows composition 
knows the terms of composition. But our intel- 
lect knows this composition: “Socrates is a 
man,” for it pertains to the intellect to form a 
proposition. Therefore our intellect knows this 
singular, Socrates. 

Obj. 2. Further, the practical intellect directs 
to action. But actions are concerned with singu- 
lar things. Therefore the intellect knows the 
singular. : 

Obj. 3. Further, our intellect understands it- 
self. But in itself it is a singular, otherwise it 
would have no action, for actions pertain to 
singulars Therefore our intellect knows singu- 
lars. 

Obj. 4. Further, a superior power can do 
whatever is doge by an inferior power. But sense 
lar. Much more, therefore, can 
w it. 


Our intellect cannot know the 
rial things directly and prima- 
rily. The reaso"gof this is that the principle of 
singularity in n’@terial things is individual mat- 

ellect, as we have said above 
(9. LXXXv, A. 1),@inderstands by abstracting the 
intelligible specic from such matter. Now what 
is abstracted fron gndividual matter is the uni- 
versal. Hence our@ntellect knows directly the 
universal only. But'fidirectlv, and as it were by 
a kind of turning bi&k (reflectio), it can know 
the singular, becaus«@as we have said above (a. 
LXXXV, A. 7), even ater abstracting the intel- 
ligible species, the in'Bllect, in order to under- 
stand actually, needs;¥o turn to the phantasms 
in which it understaniJs the species, as is said in 
the book on the Soul Therefore it understands 
the universal directl:\ through the intelligible 
species, and indirectly4he singulars represented 
by the phantasms. An&\thus it forms the propo- 
sition, “Socrates is a n:pn.” From this the reply 
to the first objection isl lear. 

Reply Obj. 2. The ch-4ce of a particular thing 
to be done is, as it were, “ee conclusion of a syl- 

5 Physics, 1, 5 (189%5).  '.-am Aristotle, wm, 7 (43152) 
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ignorant of things past; and things to come he 
cannot know by any messenger. 

I answer that, We must apply the same dis- 
tinction to the knowledge of future things, as 
we applied above (A. 3) to the knowledge of 
contingent things. For future things considered 
as subject to time are singular, and the human 
intellect knows them by reflexion only, as stated 
above (A. 1). But the principles of future things 
may be universal; and thus they may enter the 
domain of the intellect and become the objects 
of science. 

Speaking, however, of the knowledge of the 
future in a general way, we must observe that 
the future may be known in two ways: either in 
itself, or in its cause. The future cannot be 
known in itself save by God alone, to Whom 
even that is present which in the course of 
events is future, since from eternity His glance 
embraces the whole course of time, as we have 
said above when treating of God’s knowledge 
(Q. xIv, A. 13). But according as it exists in its 
cause, the future can be known by us also. And 
if, indeed, the cause be such as to have a neces- 
sary connection with its future'result, then the 
future is known with scientific clértitude, just as 
the astronomer foresees the futfire eclipse. If, 
however, the cause be such as tofproduce a cer- 
tain result more frequently thay not, then the 
future can be known more or les conjecturally, 
according as its cause is more of“ess inclined to 
produce the effect. } 

Reply Obj. 1. This argume 
knowledge which is drawn frong‘iniversal causal 
principles; from these the futug': may be known 
after the manner of the order j* effects to their 
cause. 

Reply Obj 2. As Augustin 
book of the Confessions,' t 
power of forecasting, so th 
it can know the future; h 
from corporeal sense, an 
back upon itself, it sha 
of the future. Such an opftion would be reason- 
able if we were to admiff that the soul receives 
knowledge by participafing the ideas as the 
Platonists maintained,? b@tause in that case the 
soul by its nature woulg know the universal 
causes of all effects, and fould only be impeded 
in its knowledge by the Fody; and hence when 
withdrawn from the bgidily senses it would 
know the future. : 

But since it is connafiral to our intellect to 
know things not in this ray, but by receiving its 

1Cf. De Gen. ad lit., xf 1 (PL 34, 464). 

2 Cf. Q. LXXXIV, AA. I, a LXXXVII, A. 1. 
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knowledge from the senses, it is not natural for 
the soul to know the future when withdrawn 
from the senses; rather does it know the future 
by the impression of superior spiritual and cor- 
poreal causes. By the impression of spiritual 
causes when by Divine power the human intel- 
lect is enlightened through the ministry of an- 
gels, and the phantasms are directed to the 
knowledge of future events; or, by the influence 
of demons when the imagination is moved re- 
garding the future known to the demons, as ex- 
plained above (q. Lvit, A. 3). The soul is natu- 
rally more inclined to receive these impressions 
of spiritual causes when it is withdrawn from 
the senses, as it is then nearer to the spiritual 
world, and freer from external distractions. The 
same may also come from superior corporeal 
causes. For it is clear that superior bodies influ- 
ence inferior bodies. Hence, in consequence of 
the sensitive powers being acts of corporeal or- 
gans, the influence of the heavenly bodies causes 
the imagination to be affected. and so, as the 
heavenly bodies cause many future events, the 
imagination receives certain signs of some such 
events. These signs are perceived more at night 
and while we sleep than in the daytime and while 
we are awake, because, as stated in Prophesy- 
ing,® “impressions made by day are evanescent. 
The night air is calmer, when silence reigns, 
hence bodily impressions are made in sleep. 
when slight internal movements are felt more 
than in wakefulness, and such movements pro- 
duce in the imagination phantasms from which 
the future may be foreseen.” 

Reply Obj. 3. Brute animals have no power 
above the imagination to regulate the phan- 
tasms, as man has his reason, and therefore their 
ifmagination follows entirely the influence of the 
heavenly bodies. Thus from such animals’ move- 
ments some future things, such as rain and the 
like, may be better known rather than from hu- 
man movements directed vy the ceunsel of rea- 
son. Hence the Philosopher says‘ that some who 
are most imprudent are most far-seeing; for their 
intelligence is not burdened with cares, but is as 
it were barren and bare of all anxiety, moving at 


_ the caprice of whatever is brought to bear on it. 


QUESTION LXXXVII 
How THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL KNOWS 
ITSELF AND ALL WITHIN ITSELF 
(In Four Articles) 


WE have now to consider how the intellectual 
soul knows itself and all within itself. Under this 
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head there are four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether the soul knows itself by its own es- 
sence? (2) Whether it knows its own habits? 
(3) How does the intellect know its own act? 
(4) How does it know the act of the will? 


ARTICLE 1, Whether the Intellectual Soul 
Knows Itself by Its Essence? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the intellectual soul knows itself by 
its own essence. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 
3).) that “the mind knows itself by itself, be- 
cause it is incorporeal.” 

Obj. 2. Further, both angels and human souls 
belong to the genus of intellectual substance. 
But an angel understands itself by its own es- 
sence. Therefore likewise does the human soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, “in things void of matter, the 
intellect and that which is understood are the 
same.’ But the human mind is without matter, 
for it is not the act of a body, as stated above 
(Q. LXxv1, A. 1). Therefore the intellect and 
what is understood are the same in the human 
mind; and therefore the human mind under- 
stands itself by its own essence. 

On the contrary, It is said* that the intellect 
understands itself in the same way as it under- 
stands other things. But it understands other 
things not by their essence, but by their like- 
nesses. Therefore it does not understand itself 
by its own essence. 

I answer that, Everything is knowable so far 
as it isin act, and not according as it is in poten- 
cy.’ for a thing is a being. and is true, and there- 
fore knowable, according as it 1s actual. This is 
quite clear as regards sensible things, for the 
eye does not sec what is potentially coloured, 
but what is actually coloured. In like manner it 
is clear that the intellect, so far as it knows ma- 
terial things, does not know save what is in act, 
and hence it does not know primary matter ex- 
cept as proportionate to form, as is stated in the 
Physics.’ Consequently immaterial substances 
are intelligible by their own essence, according 
as each one is actual by its own essence. 

Therefore the Essence of God, which is pure 
and perfect act, is absolutely and perfectly in 
itself intelligible; and hence God by His own 
Essence knows not only Himself, but all other 
things also. The angelic essence belongs, indeed, 
to the genus of intelligible things as act, but not 
as a pure act, nor as a complete act, and hence 


IPL 42, 963. 2 Aristotle, Soul, 11, 4 (430%3). 
BT hid. 4 Aristotle, Af{claphysics, 1X, g (105129). 
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the angel’s act of understanding is not com- 
pleted by his essence. For although an angel 
understands himself by his own essence, still he 
cannot understand all things by his own essence, 
but he knows things other than himself by their 
likenesses. Now the human intellect is only a 
being in potency in the genus of intelligible be- 
ings, just as primary matter is in potency in the 
genus of sensible beings; and hence it is called 
“possible."* Therefore considered in its essence 
the human mind is potentially understanding. 
Hence it has in itself the power to understand, 
but not to be understood, except as it is made 
actual. For even the Platonists asserted’ that an 
order of intelligible beings existed above the 
order of intellects. since the intellect under- 
stands only by participation of the intelligible: 
for they said that the participator is below what 
it participates. 

If, therefore, the human intellect, as the Pla- 
tonists held,® became actual by participating 
separate intelligible forms, it would understand 
itself by such participation of incorporeal be- 
ings. But as ig this life our intellect naturally 
has material and sensible things for its proper 
above (Q. LXXXIV, A. 7), it 
elf according as it is made actual 


their instrunggntality, the possible intellect. 
Therefore the Gntellect knows itself not by its 
essence, but byaits act. 

This happer#fin two ways. In the first place, 
in a particulaf§ manner, as when Socrates or 
@hat he has an intellectual soul 
ves that he understands. In the 


of the human mind from the 
g. It is true, however, that 
worth of this knowledge, 
whereby we know ##e nature of the soul, comes 
to us according to? e derivation of our intel- 
lectual light from tk Divine Truth which con- 
tains the types of al’ hings as above stated (aq. 
LXXXIV, A. 5). Hence ugustine says (De Trin. 
ix,6):°“‘We gaze on fe inviolable truth whence 
we can as perfectly 4s possible define, not what 
each man’s mind is, @ut what it ought to be in 
the light of the eternal types.” 

® Cf. Aristotle, Soul, ae 2), 
7 See Dionysius. De Diz. Vom., tv, 1 (PG 3, 603); Liber 
de Causis, 9 (BA. 173); t oclus, Inst. Theol., 163, 164 
(DD c 311). 

* See previous note. Cf.‘ Bonaventure, Jn Seni., 0, 
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There is, however, a difference between these 
two kinds of knowledge, and it consists in this 
that the mere presence of the mind suffices for 
the first; for the mind itself is the principle of 
action whereby it perceives itself, and hence it 
is said to know itself by its own presence. But 
as regards the second kind of knowledge, the 
mere presence of the mind does not suffice, and 
there is further required a carcful and subtle in- 
quiry. Hence many are ignorant of the soul’s 
nature, and many have erred about it. So Augus- 
tine says (De Trin. x, 9)3. concerning such in- 
quiry about the mind: “Let the mind strive not 
to see itself as if it were absent. but to discern 
itself as present” —that is, to know how it differs 
from other things, which is to know its quiddity 
and nature. 

Reply Obj. 1. The mind knows itself by means 
of itself because at length it acquires knowledge 
of itself, though led to it by its own act; for it is 
itself that it knows, since it loves itself, as he 
says in the same passage. For a thing can be 
called self-evident in two ways: either because 
we can know it by nothing else *xcept itself, as 
first principles are called self-evident; or be- 
cause it is not accidentally k “wable, just as 
colour is visible of itself, where's substance is 
visible accidentally. 

Reply Obj. 2. The essence of af angel is as an 
act in the genus of intelligible thiigs, and there- 
fore it is both intellect and thet ag understood. 
Hence an angel apprehends own essence 
through itself; not so the huma mind, which is 
either altogether in potency wi respect to the 
intelligible-—as is the a ntellect,—or is 
the act of the intelligibles whi y are abstracted 
from the phantasms,—as is t , agent intellect. 

Reply Obj. 3. This saying - the Philosopher 
is universally true in every ki | of intellect. For 
as the sense in act is the Lible by reason of 
the likeness of the sensible ae is the form of 
the sense in act, so likewi ':the intellect in act 
is the thing understood in J <t, by reason of the 
likeness of the thing un stood, which is the 
form of the intellect ina So the human intel- 
lect, which becames actu: ,by the species of the 
object understood, is its\kf understood by the 
same species as by its o' }1 form. Now to say 
that in “things without tter the intellect and 
what is understood are fie same.” is equal to 
saying that as regards hings aciually under- 
stood the intellect and hat is understood are 
the same. For a thing isfictually understood in 
that it is immaterial. Bf’ a distinction must be 
drawn, since the esseft;ts of some things are 

1 PL 42, 980. as 
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without matter. as the separate substances called 
angels, each of which is understood and under- 
stands, whereas there are other things whose es- 
sences are not.without matter, but only the like- 
nesses abstracted from them. Hence the Com- 
mentator says (De Anima, iii)? that the propo- 
sition quoted is true only of separate’substances ; 
because in a sense it is verified in their regard, 
and not in regard of other substances, as al- 
ready stated (Ans. 2). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Our Intellect Knows 
the Habits of the Soul by Their Essence? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that our intellect knows the habits 
of the sou! by their essence. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 1):* Faith is not seen in the heart wherein 
tt abides, as the soul of a man may be seen by 
another from the movement of the body; but we 
know most certainly that it ts there, and con- 
science proclaims its existence. And the same 
applies to the other habits of the soul. Therefore 
the habits of the soul are not known by their 
acts, but by themselves. 

Obj, 2. Further, material things outside the 
soul are known by their likeness being present in 
the soul, and are said therefore to be known by 
their likenesses. But the soul’s habits are present 
by their essence in the soul. Therefore the habits 
of the soul are known by their essence. 

Obj. 3, Further, whatever is the cause of a 
thing being such is still more so. But habits and 
intelligible species cause things to he known by 
the soul. Therefore they are still more known 
by the soul in themselves. 

On the contrary, Habits like powers are the 
principles of acts. But as is said,* “acts and 
operations are logically prior to powers.’ There- 
fore in the same way they are prior to habits; 
and thus habits, like the powers, are knuwn by 
their acts. 

i answer that, A habit is a kind of medium be- 
tween pure power and pure act. Now, it has been 
said (a. 1) that nothing is known except as it is 
actu. 1. Therefore so far as a habit fails in being 
a perfect act, it falls short in being of itself 


‘knowable, and can be known only by its act. 


Thus, for example, anyone knows he has a habit 
from the fact that he can produce the act proper 
tu that habit; or he may inquire into the nature 
and character of the habit by considering the 


?Comm. 15 (vI, 2, 160A). 

2PL 42, 1014. Cf. Bonaventure, In Sent., 111; d. xxi, 
dub. 4 (QR 111, 503). 
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act. The first kind of knowledge ‘of the habit 
arises from its being present, for the very fact 
of its presence causes the act whereby ‘it is 
known, The second kind of knowledge of the 
habit. arises from a careful inquiry, as is ex- 
plained above of the mind (A, 1). 

Reply Ob}. 1. Although faith is not known by 
outward movements of the body, it is perceived 
by him in whom it resides, by the interior act of 
the heart. For no one knows that he has faith 
unless he perceives that he believes. 

Reply Obj. 2. Habits are present in our intel- 
lect, not as its object, since, in the present 
state of life, our intellect’s object is the nature 
of a material thing as stated above (Q. Lxxxrv, 
A. 7), but as that by which it understands. 

Reply Obj. 3. The axiom. whatever is the 
cause of a thing being such, is still more so. is 
true of things that are of the same order, for in- 
stance, of the same kind of cause; for example, 
we may say that health is desirable on account 
of life, and therefore life is moré desirable still. 
But if we take things of different orders the 
axiom is not true: for we may say that health is 
caused by medicine, but it does not follow that 
medicine is more desirable than health. for 
health belongs to the order of final causes, 
whereas medicine belongs to the order of effi- 
cient causes. So of two things which belong per 
se to the order of the objects of knowledge, the 
one which is the cause of the other being known 
is the more known, as principles are more known 
than conclusions. But habit as such does not be- 
long to the order of objects of knowledge; nor 
are things known on account of the habit, as on 
account of an object known, but as on account 
of a disposition or form by which the subject 
knows. And therefore the argument dves not 
prove. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Our Intellect Knows 
Its Qwn Act? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that our intellect does not know its 
own act. 

Objection 1. For what is known is the object 
of the knowing power. But the act differs from 
the object. Therefore the intel? does not 
know its own act. 

Ob). 2. Further, whatever is oe is known 
by some act. If, then, the intellect knows its 
own act, it knows it by some act, and again it 
knows that act by some other act; this is to 
proceed indefinitely, which seems impossible. 

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect has the same re- 
lation to its act as sense has to its act. But the 
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proper sense does not sense its own act, for this 
belongs to’ the common sense, as stated in the 
book on ‘the Soul,! Therefore neither does the 
intellect understand its own act. 

On the contrary; Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
11),? “I understand that I understand.” 

I answer that, As stated above (AA. 1, 2) a 
thing is known according as it is in act. Now the 
ultimate perfection of the intellect is its opera- 
tion, for this is not an act tending to something 
else in which lies the perfection of the work ac- 
complished, as building is the perfection of the 
thing built, but it remains in the agent as its 
perfection and act, as is said in the Meta- 
physics.’ Therefore the first thing understood of 
the intellect is its own act of understanding. 
This occurs in different ways with different in- 
tellects. For there is an intellect, namely, the 
Divine, which is Its own act of understanding, 
so that in God the understanding of His under- 
standing and the understanding of His Essence, 
are one and the same act, because His Essence 
is His act of unglerstanding. But there is another 
intellect, the a,@elic, which is not its own act of 
understanding Mas we have said above (0. 
LXXIX, A. 1), yet the first object of its act 
of understancng is the angelic essence. And so 
although ther} is a logical distinction between 
the act where jy the anvel understands that he 
understands, id that whereby he understands 
his essence, yc,fhe understands both by one and 
the same act; .}cause to understand his own es- 
sence is the p pPper perfection of his essence, 
and by one anc fhe same act is a thing together 
with its perfect,¢n understood. And there is yet 
another, namel,} the human intellect, which 
neither is its ow, act of understanding, nor is its 
own essence the arst object of its act of under- 
standing, for this }bject is something extrinsic, 
namely, the natu,} of a material thing. And 
therefore that whi ® is first known by the hu- 
man intellect is an ,pject of this kind, and that 
which is known secc §darily is the act by which 
that object is know.) and through the act the 
intellect itself is kno’ \h, the perfection of which 
is this very act of uflerstanding. For this rea- 
son did the Philosop ier assert that objects are 
known before acts, ayd acts before powers.* 

Reply Obj. 1. The-object of the intellect is 
something common, namely, being and the true, 
in which also the act “>f understanding is com- 

1 Aristotle, 111, 2 (4251-4). 


2 PL 42, 983. For the jous interpretations of this 
passage in Bonaventure, s¢ Joe, Die Erkenntnislehve 
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prised. Therefore the intellect can understand 
its own act. But not primarily, since the first ob- 
ject of our intellect, in this state of life, is not 
every being and everything true, but being and 
true, as considered in material things, as we have 
said above (Q. LXXXIV, A. 7), from which it ac- 
quires knowledge of all other things. 

Reply Obj. 2. The act of understanding of the 
human intellect is not the act and perfection of 
the nature understood, as if the nature of the 
material thing and the act of understanding 
could be understood by one act; just as a thing 
and its perfection are understood by one act. 
Hence the act whereby the intellect understands 
a stone is distinct from the act whereby it un- 
derstands that it understands a stone, and so on. 
Nor is there any difficulty in the intellect being 
potentially infinite, as explained above (Q. 
LXXXVI, A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 3. The proper sense senses by rea- 
son of the change in the material organ caused 
by the external sensible. A material thing. how- 
ever, cannot change itself, but, ane is changed 
by another, and therefore the ait ‘ of the proper 

v 
sense is perceived by the comyrjn sense. The 
intellect, on the contrary, doe ot understand 
by the material change of an @rgan; and so 
there is no comparison. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Intellect Inderstands 
the Act of the Will? 


We proceed thus to the Foi} th Article: It 
would seem that the intellect 
stand the act of the will. 

Objection 1. For nothing is 
tellect unless it be in some wi 
intellect. But the act of the wi 
tellect, since the will and th 


‘present in the 
‘is not in the in- 
ntellect are dis- 


of the will is specifically di 
of the intellect, and thereff/re the act of the will 
is not known by the intell&'t. 

Obj. 3. Augustine says! of the soul’s affections 
that they are known ‘“‘n@ither by images as 
bodies are known, nor by their presence, like 
the arts, but by certain notions.’ Now it does 
not seem that there can in the soul any no- 
tions of things, other thargtthe essences of things 
known or their likenessg. Therefore it seems 
impossible for the intert to know the affec- 
tions of the soul which je the acts of the will. 

1 Confessions, X, 26 (P a 790). 
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On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 

11),? “I understand that I will.” 
- I answer that, As stated above (9. LIX, A. 1), 
the act of the will is nothing but an inclination 
consequent on the form understood, just as the 
natural appetite is an inclination consequent on 
the natural form. Now the inclination of a thing 
resides in it according to the mode of being of 
the thing; and hence che natural inclination re- 
sides in a natural thing naturally, and the incli- 
nation called the sensible appetite is in the sensi- 
ble thing sensibly; and likewise the intelligible 
inclination, which is the act of the will, is in the 
intelligent subject intelligibly. as in its principle 
and proper subject. Hence the Philosopher ex- 
presses himself thus, that “the will is in the rea- 
son.’’> Now whatever is intelligibly in an intelli- 
gent subject is understood by that subject. 
Therefore the act of the will is understood by 
the intellect, both in so far as one knows that 
one wills, and in so far as one knows the nature 
of this act, and consequently, the nature of its 
principle which is the habit or power. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument would hold geod 
if the will and the intellect were in different sub- 
jects, just as they are distinct powers, for then 
whatever was in the will would not be in the in- 
tellect. But as both are rooted in the saine sub- 
stance of the soul, and since one is in a certain 
way the principle of the other, consequently 
what is in the will is, in a certain way, also in 
the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. The good and the true which are 
the objects of the will and of the intellect differ 
logically, but onc is contained in the other. as we 
have said above (Q. LXXXII. A. 4, ANS I; Q. XVI, 
A. 4, Ans. 1); for the true is a certain good, and 
thé good is a certain truc. Therefore what per- 
tains to the will falls under the intellect, and what 
pertains to the intellect can fall under the will. 

Reply Obj. 3. The affectiens of the soul are in 
the intellect not by likeness only, as are bodies, 
nor by being present in their subject, as the arts, 
but as the thing caused is in its principle, which 
contains some notion of the thing caused. And 
so Augustine says that the soul’s affections are 
jn the memory by certain notions. 


QUESTION LXXXVITIT 
How THE HUMAN SOUL KNOWS WHAT 
IS ABOVE ITSELF 
(In Three Articles) 


WE must now consider how the human soul 
knows what is above itself, namely, immaterial 


2 PL42, 983. ® Soul, 11, 9 (432%). 
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substances. Under this head there are three 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the human soul 
in the present state of life can understand the 
immaterial substances called angels, in them- 
selves? (2) Whether it can arrive at the knowl- 
edge of them by the knowledge of material 
things? (3) Whether God is what is first known 
by us? ° 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Human Soul in the 
Present State of Life Can Understand Im- 
material Substances in Themselves? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the human soul in the present 
state of life can understand immaterial sub- 
stances in themselves. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (De Trin. ix, 3)! 
says: “As the mind itself acquires the knowl- 
edge of corporeal things by means of the cor- 
poreal senses. so it gains from itself the knowl- 


edge of incorporeal things.” But these are im- . 


material substances. Therefore the human mind 
understands immaterial substances. 

Obj. 2. Further, like is known by like. But 
the human mind is more akin to immaterial 
than to material things, since its own nature is 
immaterial, as is clear from what we have said 
above (g. LXxvr. A. T). Since then our mind 
understands material things, much more does 
it understand immaterial things. 

Obj. 3. Further. the fact that things which 
are in themselves most sensible are not most 
sensed by us comes from sense being corrupted 
by their very excellence. But the excellence of 
the intelligible thing does not corrupt the in- 
tellect, as is stated in the book on the Soul? 
Therefore things which are in themselves in 
the highest degree intelligible are likewise to 
us most intelligible. As material things, however, 
are intelligible only so far as we make them 
actually so by abstracting them from matter, it 
is clear that those substances are more intelli- 
rible in themselves whose nature is immaterial. 
Therefore they are much more known to us 
than are material things. 

Obj. 4 Further, the Commentator says? that 
nature would be frustrated in its end were we 
unable to understand abstract substances, be- 
cause it would have made what in itself is natu- 
rally intelligible not to be understood at all. 
But in nature nothing is idle or purposceless. 


1PL 42, 963 Cf. Bonaventure’s interpretation of this 
text. Quacst Disp. de Screntia Christi, rv, 3. (QR v, 
21, 24), also, Jn Sent., 1, d. Ul, p. 1, A. 1, Q. 1 (QR tf, 08). 

2 Aristotle, 13, 4 (42092). 

Sin Meta., 1, comm. 1 (vit, 29¢). 
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Therefore immaterial substances can be under- 
stood by us. 

Obj. 5. Further, d& sense is to the sensible, so 
is intellect to the intelligible. But our sight can 
see all things corporeal, whether superior and 
incorruptible, or lower and corruptible. There- 
fore our intellect can understand all intelligible 
substances, even the superior and immaterial. 

On the contrary, It is written (Wisd. 9. 16): 
The things that are in heaven who shall search 
out? But these substances are said to be in 
heaven, according to Matthew 18. 10, Their 
angels in heaven, etc. Therefore immaterial sub- 
stances cannot be known by human investiga- 
tion. 

1 answer that, In the opinion of Plato, im- 
materia] substances are not only understood by 
us, but are the objects we understand first of 
all. For Plato taught that immaterial subsist- 
ing forms, which he called Ideas, are the proper 
objects of our intellect, and are thus first and 
per se understood by us*; and, further, that 
material thing§ are known by the soul accord- 
ing as imaginag#n and sense are mixed up with 
the intellect.’ fence the more purified the in- 
tellect is, the? $re clearly does it perceive the 
of immaterial things.® 
tle’s opinion.’ which experience 
corroborates, gur intellect in its present state of 
life has a natifral relationship to the natures of 
material thing,§ and therefore it can only under- 
stand by turn'§g to the phantasms, as we have 
said above (Q@LxXxxIv, A. 7). Thus it clearly 
appears that aMmaterial substances which do 
not fall underfsense and imagination, cannot 
first and per s#be known by us according to 
the mode of kndledge which experience proves 
us to have. 

Nevertheless Agerroés (Comment. De Anima, 
ii)* teaches that @& this present life man can in 
the end arrive at th} knowledge of separate sub- 
stances because it “#continous with or united to 
some separate Subigfance, which he calls the 
agent intellect, whic since it is a separate sub- 
stance itself, naturjly understands separate 
substances. Hence, when it is perfectly united 
to us 50 that by its means we are able to under- 
stand perfectly, we @so shall be able to under- 
stand separate substances, as in the present life 
through the possible intellect united to us we 
can understand materiel things. 

4Cf.Q LXXXIV, A. 4. 

&5(f. Macrobius, Jn Solin. Scip., 1, 12, 14 (DD 41b; 
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Now he held that the agent intellect is united 
to us, thus. Since we understand by means of 
both the agent intellect and contemplated in- 
telligible objects, as, for instance, we under- 
stand conclusions by principles understood, it 
is clear that the active intellect must be com- 
pared to the objects understood either as the 
principal agent is to the instrument, or as form 
to matter. For an action is ascribed to two prin- 
ciples in one of these two ways: to a principal 
agent and to an instrument, as cutting to the 
workman and the saw; to a form and its sub- 
ject, as heating to heat and fire. In both these 
ways the agent intellect can be related to the 
intelligible object as perfection is to the per- 
fectible, and as act is to potency. Now a sub- 
ject is made perfect and receives its perfection 
at one and the same time, as the reception of 
what is actually visible synchronizes with the 
reception of light in the eye. Thercfore the 
possible intellect receives the intelligible object 
and the agent intellect together, And the more 
numerous the intelligible obje¢’s received, so 
much the nearer do we come!‘ the point of 
perfect union between ourselv¢y and the agent 
intellect, so much so that wh . 
understood all the intelligible oE}ects, the agent 
intellect will become one with fis, and by its 
instrumentality we shall undersfand all things 
material and immaterial And ingthis he places 
the ultimate happiness of man.' §for, as regards 
the present inquiry, does it mag :r whether the 
possible intellect in that sta ' of happiness 
understands separate substanc i by the agent 
intellect, as he himself maintgins, or whether 
(as he says Alexander holds)*{-he possible in- 
tellect can never understand sefiirate substances 
(because according to him if is corruptible), 
but man rather understands s#arate substances 
by means of the agent inte [ict. 

This opinion, however, untrue. First, be- 
cause, supposing the acti intellect to be a 
separate substance, we co .d not formally un- 
derstand through it, fort © by which an agent 
acts formally is its for ‘ind act, since every 
agent acts according toi ictuality, as was said 
of the possible intellect (| Lxxvi, A. 1). 

This opinion is untrues ondly because in the 
above explanation, the agent intellect, supposing 
it to be’a separate substance, would not be 
joined to us in its substance, but oily in its light. 
as participated in things gnderstood, and would 


1De An. Beat., t (x, 148. For the same doctrine, 
ct. Avicenna, De An., v, 6 (2a). 

* Alexander of Aphrodisig’!:Cf. Averroes, Jn De An., 
III, 36. (VI, 2, 176B). 
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not,extend to the other acts of the agent intel- 
lect so as to enable us to understand immaterial 
substances; just as when we see colours illumi- 
nated by the sun we are not united to the sub- 
stance of the sun so as to act like the sun, but 
its light only is united to us, that we may see 
the colours. , 

This opinion is untrue thirdly, because grant- 
ed that, as above explained, the agent intellect 
were united to us in substance, still it is not said 
that it is wholly united to us in regard to one 
intelligible object, or two, but rather in regard 
to all the contemplated intelligible objects. But 
all such objects together do not equal the power 
of the agent intellect, as it is a much greater 
thing to understand separate substances than to 
understand all material things. Hence it is clear 
that the knowledge of all material things would 
not make the agent intellect to be so united to 
us as to enable us by its means to understand 
separate substances. 

This opinion is untrue fourthly, because it is 
hardly possible for anyone in this world to un- 
derstand all material things, and thus no one, or 
very few, could reach to perfect happiness; 
which is against what the Philosopher says, 
that “happiness is a kind of common good. 
communicable to al] capable of virtue.” Further, 
it is unreasonable that only the few of any 
species attain to the end of the species. 

Fifthly, the Philosopher expressly says‘ that 
“happiness is an operation according to perfect 
virtue’; and after enumerating many virtues In 
the tenth book,’ he concludes that ultimate hap- 
piness consisting in the knowledge of the high- 
est things intelligible is attained through the 
virtue of wisdom, which in the sixth chapter® 
he had named as the “‘chitef of the speculative 
sciences.” Hence Aristotle clearly places the 
ultimate happiness of man in the knowledge of 
separate substances, obtainable by speculative 
science, and not by a c..tinuation with the 
agent intellect, as some imagined. 

Sixthly, as was shown above (0. LXXIX, A. 4), 
the agent intellect is not a separate substance, 
but .. power of the soul, extending itself actively 
to the same objects to which the possible in- 
‘tcllect extends receptively; because, as is stat- 
ed,’ the possible intellect is “all things poten- 
tially,” and the agent intellect is ‘‘all things in 
act.’”’ Therefore both intellects, according to the 
present state of life, extend to material things 

§ Ethics, 1, 9 (109918). 
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only, which are-made actually intelligible by the 
agent intellect, and are received in the possible 
intellect. Hence in the present state of life we 
cannot understand separate immaterial sub- 
stances in themselves, either by the possible or 
by the agent intellect. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine may be taken to 
mean that the knowledge of incorporeal things 
in the mind can be gained by the mind itself. 
This is so true that philosophers also say that 
the knowledge concerning the soul is a principle 
for the knowledge of separate substances.!' For 
by knowing itself it attains to some knowledge 
of incorporeal substances, such as is within 
its compass; not that the knowledge of itself 
gives it a perfect. and absolute knowledge of 
them. 

Reply Obj. 2. The likeness of nature is not a 
sufficient reason of knowledge; otherwise what 
Empedocles said would be true—that the soul 
needs to have the nature of all in order to know 
all.2 But knowledge requires that the likeness of 
the thing known be in the knower, as a kind of 
form thereof. Now our possible intellect, in the 
present state of life, is such that it can be in- 
formed with likenesses abstracted from phan- 
tasms, and therefore it knows material things 
rather than immaterial substances. 

Reply Obj. 3. There must be some proportion 
between the object and the knowing power, 
such as of the active to the.passive, and of per- 
fection to the perfectible. Hence that sensible 
objects of great intensity are not grasped by the 
senses is due not merely to the fact that they 
corrupt the organ, but also to their being dis- 
proportionate to the sensitive power. And thus 
it is that immaterial substances are dispropor- 
tionate to our intellect in our present state of 
life, so that it cannot understand them. 

Reply Obj. 4. This argument of the Com- 
mentator fails in several ways. First, because if 
separate substances are not understood by us it 
does not follew that they are not understood by 
any intellect, for they are understood by them- 
selves, and by one another. 

Secondly, to be understood by us is not the 
end of separate substances, while only that is 
vain and purposeless which fails to attain its 
end. It does not follow, therefore, that im- 
material substances are purposeless, even if 
they are not understood by us at all. 

Reply Obj, 5. Sense knows bodies, whether 
superior or inferior, in the same way, that is, by 

1 Averroes, Jn De An., 1, 2 (VI, 2, 1F); wi, 5 (vi, 2, 
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the sensible acting on the organ. But we do not 
understand material:and immaterial substances 
in the same way. The former we understand by 
way of abstraction, which is impossible in the 
case of the latter, for there are no phantasms of 
what is immaterial. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Our Intellect’ Can Arrive 
at the Understanding of Immaterial Substances 
through Its Knowledge of Material Things? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that our intellect can arrive at the 
understanding of immaterial substances through 
the knowledge of material things. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
i)? that “the human mind cannot be raised up 
to immaterial contemplation of the heavenly 
hierarchies unless it is led thereto by material 
guidance according to its own nature.” There- 
fore we can be led by material things to know 
immaterial substances. 


Obj. 2. F ee science is in the intellect. But 
there are sciey *‘s and definitions of immaterial 
substances, Damascene defines an angel 


(De Fid. Ort§ ‘i, 3);4 and we find angels treat- 
ed of both in ieology and philosophy. There- 
fore immatef substances can be understood 
by us. 

Obj. 3. Fulther, the human soul belongs to 
the genus of | material substances. But it can 
be understoo’ by us through its act, by which 
it understand ' umaterial things. Therefore also 
other immates.] | substances can be understood 
by us through? heir effects in material things. 

Obj. 4. Furtfter, the only cause which cannot 
be comprehen fd through its effects is that 
which is infinit@y distant from them, and this 
is proper to Gochilone. Therefore other created 
immaterial subst ces can be understood by us 
through material 

On the contr ary Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
i)® that “intelligil%: things cannot be under- 
stood through sen®{ble things, nor composite 
things through simpy, nor incorporeal through 
corporeal.” 

I answer that, eons says (De Anima, 


~ 


iii)® that a philo§opher named Avempace 
taught that by the understanding of natural 
substances we can be led, according to true 
philosophical principles, -to the understanding 
of immaterial substaqces. For since the nature 
of our intellect is togabstract the quiddity of 


3Sect. 3 (PG 3, 124). 
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material things from matter, anything material 
residing in that abstracted quiddity can again 
be abstracted and as the proces» of abstraction 
cannot go on for ever, it must arrive at length 
at the understanding of some quiddity which 
would be absolutely withoul matter: and this 
would be the understanding of inimaterial sub- 
stance. 

Now this opinion would be true, if immaterial 
substances were the forms and species of these 
tnaterial things, as the Platonists supposed.! 
But supposing, on the contrary, that immaterial 
substances differ altogether from the quiddity 
of material things, it follows that however much 
our intellect abstract the quiddity of material 
things from matter, it could neve: arrive al any- 
thing like immaterial substance. Therciore we 
are not able perfectly to understand inmmaterial 
substances through material substances. 

Reply Obj. 1. From material things we can 
rise to some kind of knowledge of immaterial 
things, but not to the perfect Pknowledge of 
them. For there is no proper anjjidequate pro- 
portion between material and infy'aterial things, 
and the likenesses drawn fromptyaterial things 
for the understanding of immaft@ial things are 
very dissimilar from them, as Gonystus says 
(Cal. Hier. ii).” | 

Reply Obj. 2. Science treats of higher things 
principally by way of remotion, {hus Aristotle 
explains’ the heavenly bodies ¥ denying to 
them the properties of inferioy hodies Hence 
it follows that much less can ‘4material sub- 
stances be known by us jn sucl way that we 
apprehend their quiddity; but fe may have a 
scientific knowledge of themffov way of re- 
motion and by their relation tg material things. 

Reply Obj. 3. The humanf‘oul understands 
itself through its own act Zs understanding, 
which is proper to it, shgf ing perfectly its 
power and nature. But the g@/wer and nature of 
immaterial substances c@inot be perfectly 
known through this act, ngfr through anything 
else in material things, be, ‘use there is no pro- 
portion between the latte find the power of the 
former. 

Reply Obj. 4. Created itpmaterial substances 
are not in the same natural genus as material 
substances, ior they do not agree in power or in 
matter; but they belong to ti» same logical 
genus, because even Spans substances are 


in the predicament of Sufistance, as their quid- 
dity is distinct from thgr being. But God has 
1 Cf. Q. LYXXIV, A. 1. 
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nothing in common with material things, as re- 
gards either natural genus or logical genus, 
because God is in no way in a genus, as stated 
above (@. m1, A. 5). Hence through the like- 
nesses of material things we can know some- 
thing positive concerning the angels, according 
to some common'notion, though not according 
to the specific nature. But we cannot acquire 
any such knowledge at all about God. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Is the First Thing 
Known by the Human Mind? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that God is the first thing known 
by the human mind. 

Objection 1. For that object in which all 
others are known and by which we judge others, 
is the first thing known to us; as light is to the 
eye, and first principles to the intellect. But we 
know all things in the light of the first truth, 
and judge of all things thereby, as Augustine 
says (De Trin. xii, 2; De Vera Rel. xxxi).! 
Therefore God is the first object known to us. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever causes a thing to 
be such is more so But God is the cause of all 
our knowledge, for He is the true light which en- 
lighteneth every man that cometh into this 
world (John 1. 9). Therefore God is what is 
first and most known to us. 

Obj, 3. Further, what is first known in the 
image is the exemplar to which the image is 
formed. But in our mind is “the image of God.” 
as Augustine savs (De Trin. xii, 4).5 Therefore 
God js the first thing known to our mind. 

On the contrary, No man hath seen God at 
any time (John 1. 18). 

I answer that, Since the human intellect in 
the present state of life cannot understand even 
created immaterial substances (A. 1), much Jess 
can it understand the essence of the uncreated 
substance. Hence it must be said absolutely 
that God is not the first object of our knowl- 
edge. Rather do we know God through crea- 
tures, according to the Apostle (Rom. 1. 20). 
the invisible things of God are clearly seen. 
being undcersiood by the things that are made, 


_ while the first object of our knowledge in this 
‘life is the quiddity of a material thing, which 


is the proper object of our intellect, as appears 
above in many passages (Q. LXXXIV, A. 73 Q. 
LXXXV, A. 8; Q. LXXXVII, A. 2, ANS. 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. We see and judge of all things 


PL 42, 909; PL 34, 147. Also, Confessions, Xu, 35 
(PL 32, 840). On this doctrine, cf. Luyckx, Die Erkennt- 
mislehre (p. 242-253). 
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in the light of the first truth, in so far as the 
light itself of our mind, whether natural or 
japaleaiven, is nothing else than the impres- 
sion of the first truth upon it, as stated above, 
(Q. XU, A. II, ANS. 3; Q. LXXxIV, A. 5). Hence, 
as the light itself of our intellect is not the 
thing it understands, but that by which it under- 
stands, much less can it be said that God is the 
first thing known by our intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. The axiom, Whatever causes a 
thing to be such js more so, must be understood 
of things belonging to one and the same order, 
as explained above (Q. LXXXvIT. A. 2, ANS. 3). 
Other things than God are known because of 
God, not as if He were the first known thing, 
but because He is the first cause of our power of 
knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 3. If there existed in our souls a 
perfect image of God, as the Son is the perfect 
image of the Father, our mind would know God 
at once. But the image in our mind is imperfect. 
Hence the argument does not prove. 


QUESTION LXXXIX 
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE 
SEPARATED SOUL 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE must now consider the knowledge of the 
separated soul. Under this head there are eight 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the soul sepa- 
rated from the body can understand? (2) 
Whether it understands separate substances? 
(3) Whether it understands all natural things? 
(4) Whether it understands singulars? (5) 
Whether the habits of knowledge acquired in 
this life remain? (6) Whether the soul can use 
the habit of knowledge acquired in this life? 
(7) Whether local distunce impedes the sepa- 
rated soul’s knowledge? (8) Whether souls 
separated from the body know what happens 
here? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Separated Soul Can 
Understand Anything? 


We Proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the soul separated from the 
body can understand nothing at all. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
“the understanding is corrupted together with 
its interior principle.” But by death all human 
interior principles are corrupted. Therefore also 
the intellect itself is corrupted. 

Obj. 2. Further, the human soul is hindered 
from understanding when the senses are bound, 

1 Soul, 1, 4 (40824). 
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and by a disordered imagination, as explained 
above (0. LXXXIV, AA. 7, 8). But death destroys 
the senses and imagination, as we have shown 
above (9. Lxxvi1, A. 8). Therefore after death 
the soul understands nothing. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the separated soul can un- 
derstand, this must be by means of some spe- 
cies. But it does not understand by means of in- 
nate species, because from the first, it is like a 
tablet on which nothing is written. Nor does it 
understand by species abstracted from things, 
for it does not then possess organs of sense and 
Imagination which are necessary for the ab- 
straction of species. Nor does it understand by 
means of species formerly abstracted and re- 
tained in the soul, for if that were so, a child’s 
soul after death would have no means of under- 
standing at all. Nor does it understand by 
means of intelligible species divinely infused, 
for such knowledge would not be natural, such 
as we treat of now, but the effect of grace. 
Therefore thesou] apart from the body under- 
stands nothin 

On the corh@ary, The Philosopher says,? “If 
the soul had x. @proper operation, it could not be 

he body.” But the soul is sepa- 
» body. Therefore it has a proper 
above all, that which consists in 
. Thercfore the soul can under- 
is apart from the body. 

t, The difficulty in solving this 
question aris@ fren the fact that the soul 
united to the Bhody can understand only by 
turning to theyPhantasms. as experience shows. 
If this did notfproceed from the soul's very na- 
ture, but acci Qntully through its being bound 
up with the be@lv. as the Platonists said,* the 
difficulty wouluQvanish, for in that case when 
the hindrance os he body was once removed,! 
the soul would turn to its own nature, and 
would understang4 intelligible things simply, 
without turning tok he phantasms, as is the case 
with other separa} substances. In that case, 
however, the unionpyf soul and body would not 
be for the soul's gdgc, for evidently it would 
understand worse iff the body than out of it, 
but for the geod ogthe body, which would be 
unreasonable. since (natter exists on account of 
the form, and not the form for the sake of the 
matter. But if we admit that the nature of the 

2 Ibid, 1, t (4o5"3t). 

3 Cf. Cicero, T'xscul., 1,41 (DD 111, 640); Phaedo (67); 
Macrobius, In Sumn. Set A, 1, 14 (DD 4sb); cf. also Aug- 


rated from t 
operation, a 
understandin 
stand when } 
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soul requires it to understand by turning to. the 
phantasms, it will seem, since the death of the 
body does not change its nature, that it can then 
naturally understand nothing, as the phantasms 
are wanting to which it may turn. 

To solve this difficulty we must consider that 
as nothing acts except so far as it is actual, the 
mode of action in every agent follows from its 
mode of being. Now the soul has one mode of 
being when joined to the body, and another 
when separated from it, its nature remaining 
always the same. But this does not mean that its 
union with the body is an accidental thing. for, 
on the contrary, such a union belongs to it by 
reason of its nature, just as the nature of a light 
object is not changed whether it is in its proper 
place, which is natural to it, or outside its proper 
place, which is foreign to its nature. The soul, 
therefore, when united to the ody, appropri- 
ately to that mode of existence thas a mode of 
understanding by turning to cdérporeal phan- 
tasms, which are in corporeal orgins; but when 
it is separated from the body, 1 pis fitting to it 
to have a mode of understandirt iby turning to 
absolutely intelligible objects, NY: is proper to 
other separate substances. Hen *** is as natural 
for the soul to understand by {irning to the 
phantasms as it is for it to befjoined to the 
body. But to be separated from te body is not 
in accordance with its nature, afd likewise to 
understand without turning to th§fphantasms is 
not natural to it, and hence it 1 united to the 
body in order that it may have a existence and 
an operation suitable to its nd@fure. But here 
again a difficulty arises. For sing a thing is al- 
ways ordered to what is best, ang. since it is bet- 
ter to understand by turning tof'bsolutely intel- 
ligible things than by turning tg the phantasms, 
God should have made the sof,’s nature so that 
the nobler way of understagling would have 
been natural to it, and it wogd not have needed 
the body for that purpose. 

In order to resolve thisfdifficulty we must 
consider that while it is try that it is nobler in 
itself to understand by %rning to something 
higher than to understand by turning to phan- 
tasms, nevertheless such a }node of understand- 
ing was not so perfect as r@gards what was pos- 
sible to the soul. This will appear if we con- 
sider that every intellectual substance possesses 
the power of understanding by ‘he influx of the 
Divine light, which is one and simple in its first 
principle, and the furthef off intellectual crea- 
tures are from the first 
more is the light divi 
the case with lines ra 


‘, and diversified, as is 
", ng from the centre of 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


a circle. Hence it.is that God by His own Es- 
sence understands all things, while the superior 
intellectual substances understand by. magezy +f. 
many forms, which nevertheless are fewer and 
more universal and bestow a deeper comprehen- 
sion of things, because of the efficaciousness of 
the intellectual power of such natures, But the 
inferior intellectual natures possess a greater 
number of forms, which are less universal, and 
bestow a lower degree of comprehension in pro- 
portion as they recede from the intellectual 
power of the higher natures. If, therefore, the 
inferior substances received forms in the same 
degree of universality as the superior sub- 
stances, since they are not so strong in under- 
standing, the knowledge which they would de- 
rive through them would be imperfect and of a 
general and confused nature, We can see this to 
a certain extent in man, for those who are of 
weaker intellect fail to acquire perfect knowl- 
edge through the universal conceptions of those 
who have a better understanding, unless things 
are explained to them singly and in detail. Now 
it is clear that in the natural order human souls 
hold the lowest place among intellectual sub- 
stances. But the perfection of the universe re- 
quired various grades of being. If, therefore, 
God had willed human souls to understand in 
the same way as separate substances, it would 
follow that human knowledge, so far from being 
perfect, would be confused and general. There- 
fore to make it possible for human souls to pos- 
sess perfect and proper knowledge, they were so 
made that their nature required them to be 
joined to bodies, and thus to receive a proper 
knowledge of sensible things from the sensible 
things themselves; thus we sec in the case of 
uneducated men that they have to be taught by 
sensible examples. 

It is clear then that it was for the soul’s good 
that it was united to a body, and that it under- 
stands by turning to the nhantasms. Neverthe- 
less it is possible for it to exist apart from the 
body, and also to understand in another way. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher’s words care- 
fully examined will show that he said this on 
the previous supposition! that understanding is 
a movement of body and soul as united, just as 
sensation is, for he had not as yet explained the 
difference between intellect and sense. We may 
also say that he is referring to the way of un- 
derstanding by turning to phantasms. This is 
also the meaning of the second objection. 

Reply Obj. 3. The separated soul does not un- 
derstand by way of innate species, nor by spe- 

1 Soul, 1, 4 (408°6). 
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cies abstracted in. that state, nor only by re- 
eign ccs. and this the objection proves; 

soul in that state understands by means 
of participated species arising from the influx 
of the Divine light, shared by the soul as by 
other separate substances though, in a lesser 
degree. Hence'as soon as it ceases to act by 
turning to the body, the soul turns at once to 
the superior things; nor is this way of knowl- 
edge unnatural, for God is the author of the 
influx both of the light of grace and of the light 
of nature. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Separated Soul Under- 
stands Separate Substances? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the separated soul does not un- 
derstand separate substances. 

Objection 1. For the soul is more perfect 
when joined to the body than when separated 
from it, since it 1s naturally a part of human na- 
ture, and every part of a whole is more perfect 
when it exists in that whole. But the soul joined 
to the body does not understand separate sub- 
stances, as shown above (0. LXXXVIUI, A. I). 
Therefore much less is it able to do so when sep- 
arated from the body. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is known is known 
either by its presence or by its species. But sepa- 
rate substances cannot be known to the soul by 
their presence, for God alone can enter into the 
soul; nor by means of species abstracted by the 
soul from an angel, for an angel is more simple 
than a soul. Therefore the separated soul cannot 
at all understand separate substances. 

Obj. 3, Further, some philosophers said' that 
the ultimate happiness of man consists in the 
knowledge of separate substances. If, therefore, 
the separated soul can understand separate sub- 
stances, its happiness would he secured by its 
separation alone, which cannot reasonably be 
sald. 

On the contrary, Souls apart from the body 
know other separated souls, as we see in the 
case of the rich man in hell, who saw Lazarus 
and Abraham (Luke 16, 23). Therefore sepa- 
rated souls sce the devils and the angels. 

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. 
ix, 3),? “our mind acquires the knowledge of in- 
corporeal things by ilself’’—that is, by knowing 
itself (Q. LXxXxXVIII, A. I, Ans. 1). Therefore 
from the knowledge which the separated soul 
has of itself, we can judge how it knows other 
separate things. Now it was said above (A. 1), 


1 See Q. LXXXVII, A. I. 
2 PL 42, 963. 
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that as long as it is united to the body the soul 
understands by turning to phantasms, and there- 
fore it does not understand itself save through 
becoming actually understanding by means of 
species abstracted from phantasms; for thus it 
understands itself through its own act, as shown 
above (Q. LXXXvII, A. 1). When, however, it is 
separated from the body. it understands ‘no, 
longer by turning to phantasms, but by turning 
to those things which are intelligible in them- 
selves; hence in that state it understands itself 
through itself. Now, every separate substance 
understands what is above itself and what is 
below itself, according to the mode of its sub- 
stance, for a thing is understood according as it 
is in the one who understands, while one thing 
is in another according to the nature of that in 
which it is. Agd the mode of being of a sepa- 
erior to that of an angel, but is 
of other separated souls, There- 


fective knowledge of the angels 
Wetural knowledge is concerned. 
‘@ce of glory is otherwise. 

. The separated soul is, indeed, 
nsidering its nature in which it 
sywith the nature of the body; but 
it has a greate§ freedom of understanding, since 
the weight an4 care of the body is a hindrance 
to the clearne 4 of its understanding in the pres- 
ent life. 

Reply Obj. ‘¢ The separated soul understands 
the angels by Tyeans of divinely impressed like- 
nesses, which, ‘jowever, fail to give perfect rep- 
resentation of t %m, since the nature of the soul 
is inferior to th. of an angel. 

Reply Ob7. 3. Ylan’s ultimate happiness con- 
sists not in the kMowledge of any separate sub- 
stances whatsoev.y, but in the knowledge of 
God, Who is seen ¢: ly by grace. The knowledge 
of other separate s: stances jf perfectly under- 
stood gives great !"yppiness, though not final, 
and ultimate happin‘ss. But the separated soul 
does not understand them perfectly, as was 
shown above in this frticle. 


imperfect and 
so far as its 


ARTICLE 3. Whetherithe Separated Soul Knows 
All Natural ®hings? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article; It 
would secm that the separated soul knows all 
natural things. 

Objection 1. For ;he types of all natural 
things exist in separa.® substances. Therefore, 
as separated souls kr}, \ separate substances, 
they also know all nat x2¥l things. 
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Obj. 2. Further, whoever understands the 
greater intelligible will be able much more to 
understand the lesser intelligible. But the sepa- 
rated soul understands immaterial substances, 
which are in the highest degrce of intelligibility. 
Therefore much more can it understand all 
natural things which are in a lower degree of 
intelligibility. 

On the contrary, The devils have a more vig- 
orous natural knowledge than the separated 
soul; yet they do not know all natural things, 
but have to learn many things by long experi- 
ence, as Isidore says.! Therefore neither can 
the separated soul know all natural things. 

Further, if the soul as suon as separated 
gained knowledge of all natural things, the ef- 
forts of men to know would be irk vain. But this 
cannot be admitted. Therefore fthe separated 
soul does not know al) natural things. 

I answer that, As stated alo ‘ (A. 1), the 
separated soul, like the angels. uyderstands by 
means of species received from tife influx of the 
Divine light. Nevertheless, us tf soul by na- 
ture is inferior to an angel, to 
of knowledge is natural, the sou 
body does not receive peric 
through such species, but only @ general and 
confused kind of knowledge. Sefarated souls, 
therefore, have the same relation§through such 
species to imperfect and contusedfknowledge of 
natural things as the angel» havyf o the perfect 
knowledge of them. Now angclf/through such 
species know all natural tumggerfectly, be- 
cause all that God has pruduceqdjin the respec- 
tive natures of natural things hagtbeen produced 
by Him in the angelic intcllig@ice, as Augus- 
tine says (Geu. ad. lit. ii. 8). F ence it follows 
that separated souls know all ff tural things not 
with a certain and proper knf-wledge. but in a 
genera] and confused manne; 

Reply O67. 1. Even an angel does not under- 
stand all natural things thrfugh his substance, 
but through certain speciesfas stated above (Q. 
LV, A. I; Q. LXXXVII, A 1 So it does not fol- 
low that the soul knows #1 natural things be- 
cause it knows separate su}stances. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the soul separated from the 


Foart from the 
knowledge 


body does not perfectly inderstand separate ‘ 


substances, »v neither does it know all natural 
things perfectly, but it knows ‘+m confusedly, 
as explained above in this article. 

Reply 063. 3. Isidore sppaks of the knowledge 
of future things which ¥rither angels, nor de- 
mons, nor separated soug* know except so far as. 


1 Sent., 1, 10 (PL 83, 550m * 
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future things pre-exist in their causes or are 
known by Divine revelation. But we Ts 
treating of the knowledge of natural thing’**” 

Reply Obj. 4. Knowledge acquired here by 
study is proper and perfect; the knowledge of 
the separated soul is confused. Hence it does 
not follow that to study in order to learn is use- 
less. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Separated Soul 
Knows Singulars? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the separated soul does not 
know singulars. 

Objection 1. For no knowing power besides 
the intellect remains in the separated soul, as is 
clear from what has been said above (Q. 
LXXXVII, A. 8). But the intellect cannot know 
singulars, as we have shown (Q. LXXXVI, A. I). 
Therefore the separated sou] cannot know sin- 
gulars. 

Obj. 2. Further, the knowledge of the singu- 
lar is more determinate than knowledge of the 
universal. But the separated soul has no deter- 
minate knowledge of the species of natural 
things, and therefore much less can it know sin- 
gulars. 

Obj. 3. Further, 1f it knew the singulars other 
than by sense, by equal reason it would know 
all singulars. But it does not know all singulars. 
Therefore it knows none. 

On the contrary, The rich man in hell said: J 
have five brethren (Luke 16. 28). 

T answer that, Separated souls know some sin- 
gulars. but not all, not even all present singu- 
lars. To understand this we must consider that 
there is a twofold way of knowing things. one 
‘by means of abstraction from phantasms, and 
in this way singulars cannot be directly known 
by the intellect, but only indirectly, as stated 
above (Q. LXxxvi, A. 1) The other way of un- 
derstanding is by the infusion of species by 
God, and in that way it is possible for the intel- 
lect to know singulars. For as God knows all 
things, universal and singular, by His Essence, 
as the cause of universal and individual princi- 
ples (Q. XIV, A. I1; Q. LVIl, A. 2), 50 likewise 
separate substances can know singulars by spe- 
cies which are a kind of participated likeness of 
the Divine Essence. 

There is a difference, however, between angels 
and separated souls in the fact that through 
these species the angels have a perfect and 
proper knowledge of things, whereas separated 
souls have only a confused knowledge. Hence 
the angels, by reason of the efficacy of their in- 
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tellect, through these species know not only the 
specific natures of things but also the singulars 
@iedein those species; but separated souls 
by these species know only those singulars to 
which they are in a certain way determined by 
former knowledge in this life, or by some affec- 
tion, or by natural aptitude, or by the disposi- 
tion of the Divine order; because whatever is 
received into anything is determined in it ac- 
cording to the mode of the receiver. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intellect does not know the 
singular by way of abstraction; neither does 
the separated soul know it thus, but as explained 
above. 

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of the separated 
soul is limited to those species or individuals to 
which the soul has some kind of determinate re- 
lation, as we have said. 

Reply Obj. 3. The separated soul has not the 
same relation to all singulars, but one relation 
to some and another to others. Therefore there 
is not the same reason why it should know all 
singulars. 


ARTICLE § Whether the Habit of Knowledge 
Acquired in This Life Remains in the 
Separated Soul? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the habit of knowledge (scien- 
tia) acquired in this life does not remain in the 
soul separated from the body. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says: Knowledge 
shall be destroyed (1 Cor. 13. 8). 

Obj. 2. Further, some in this world who are 
less good enjoy knowledge denied to others who 
are better. If, therefore, the habit of knowledge 
remained in the soul after death, it would fol- 
low that some who are less good would, even in 
the future life, excel some who are better, which 
seems unfitting. 

Obj. 3. Further, separated souls will possess 
knowledge by an influx of the Divine light. Sup- 
posing, therefore, that knowledge here acquired 
remained in the separated soul, it would follow 
that two forms of the same species would co- 
exist in the same subject, which is impossible. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Philosopher says! that “a 
habit is a quality hard to remove; yet some- 
times knowledge is destroyed by sickness or the 
like.” But in this life there is no change so thor- 
ough as death. Therefore it seems that the habit 
of knowledge is destroyed by death. 

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. liii, ad 
Paulinum),? “Let us learn on earth that kind 

1 Categories, 8 (828). 

2 PL 22, 540. 
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of knowledge which will remain with us in 
heaven.” 

I answer thot, Some say that the habit of 
knowledge resides not in the intellect itself, but 
in the sensitive powers, namely, the imagina- 
tive, cogitative, and remembering, and that the 
intelligible species are not kept in the possible 
intellect.’ If this were true, it would follow that 
when the body is destroyed by death, knowledge 
acquired here would also be entirely destroyed.‘ 

But, since knowledge resides in the intellect, 
which is “the abode of species,” as the Philoso- 
pher says, the habit of knowledge acquired in 
this life must be partly in the sensitive powers 
mentioned above, and partly in the intellect. 
This can be seen by considering the very actions 
from which e habit of science is acquired. 
For habits are ke the actions whereby they are 
acquired.£ No _ the actions of the intellect, by 
which scicnce acquired in this life, are per- 
formed by th mind turning to the phantasms 
in the sensitiv powers mentioned above. Hence 
through such ts the possible intellect acquires 
a certain facin§y in considering the species re- 
ceived, and t}, above mentioned lower powers 
acquire a cer{ a aptitude in helping the action 
of the intelle when it turns to them to con, 
sider the ints gible object. But as the intel- 
lectual act r¢ des chiefly and formally in the 
intellect itselfi: whilst it resides materially and 
dispositively | the Jower powers, the same dis- 
tinction isto: epplied to habit. 

Knowledge. herefore, acquired in the pres- 
ent life dot St remain in the separated soul 
as regards whlt iclongs to the lower powers; 
but as regards‘what belongs to the intellect it- 
self, it must refiain Because, as the Philoso- 
pher says,’ a t.gm may be corrupted in two 
ways: first, per B, when corrupted by its con- 
trary, as heat, bw cold: and, secondly, acci- 
dentally when its subject is corrupted. Now it is 
evident that humate knowledge is not corrupted 
through corruptiom)of the subject, for the in- 
tellect is incorruptible, as above stated (Q. 
LXXIX, A. 2. ANS. 2:14 LXXV. A. 6). Neither can 
the intelligible spect #s in the possible intellect 
be corrupted by thetr contrary, for there is no 
contrary to intelligible intentions, above all as 
regards simple understanding by which what a 
thing is, is understood. But contrariety may exist 
in the intellect as regards mental composition 


® Avicenna, De An, v, 4,(26 va). 

4Cf. Donunic Gundisal; aus, De An., 10 (ME 97.12). 
§ Soul, 13, 4 4429"27), St, 

8 Ethics, ur, 1 (1104821). 5 
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and division, or also reasoning, in so far as what 
is false in a proposition or argument is contrary 
to truth. And thus knowledge sometimes is ¢or- 
rupted by its contrary when a false argument 
leads anyone away from the knowledge of truth. 
For this reason the Philosopher in the above 
work! mentions two ways in which knowledge is 
corrupted per se: namely, forgetfulness on the 
part of the remembering power, and deception 
on the part of a false argument. But these have 
no place in the separated soul. Therefore we 
must conclude that the habit of knowledge, so 
far as it is'in the intellect, remains in the sepa- 
rated soul. 

Reply Obj, 1. The Apostle is not speaking of 
knowledge as a habit, but as to the act of know- 
ing; and hence he says, in proofipf the assertion 
quoted, Now, J know im part. 

Reply Obj. 2. As a less good ryan may exceed 
a better man in bodily stature, s&the same kind 
of many may have a habit of kritwledge in the 
future life which a better man nay not have. 
Such knowledge, however, canngt be compared 
with the other prerogatives enj@ied by the bet- 
ter man. 

Reply 067. 3. These two binge knowledge 
are not of the same specics, so fhere is no im- 
possibility. 

Reply Obj. 4. This aha geri the 
corruption of knowledge on the gfirt of the sen- 
sitive powers, 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Act off'Knowledge 
Acquired in This Life Remaing.in the 
Separated Soul? 

We proceed thus to the S§sth Article: It 
would seem that the act of kfowledge (scien- 
tia) acquired in this life does got remain in the 
separated soul, 

Objection 1. For the Eh fporher says* that 
“when the body is corrupted, the soul neither 
remembers nor loves.” Butfio consider what is 
previously known is an actfiof memory. There- 
fore the separated soul cafinot have an act of 
Hus see acquired in thig life. 

Obj. 2. Further, intellfible species cannot 
have greater power in the separated soul than 
they have in the soul united to the body. But in 
this life we cannot understand by intclligible 
species without turning to phantasms, as shown 
above (Q. LXxxtv, A. 7). Thercfore the sepa- 
rated soul cannot do so, and thus it cannot un- 
deistand at all by intelligible species acquired 
in this life. 

1 Longevity, 2 (465"23). 

* Soul, 1, 4 (40827). 
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Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
hahits produce acts’ similar to those Whereby 
they are acquired. But the habit o 


turning to phantasms. Therefore it cannot 
produce any other acts. These acts, how- 
ever, ore not adapted to the separated soul. 
Therefore the soul in the state of separation 
will not have any act of knowledge acquired 
in this life. 

On the contrary, It was said to Dives in hell 
(Luke 16. 25): Remember thou didst receive 
good things in thy lifetime. 

J answer that, In an act two things are to be 
considered, its species and its mode. Its species 
comes from the object, to which the knowing 
power 1s directed by the species, which is the 
object’s likeness, while the mode is gathered 
from the power of the agent. Thus that a person 
see a stone is due to the species of the stone in 
his eye, but that he see it clearly is due to the 
eye's visual power. Therefore as the intelligible 
Species remain in the separated soul, as stated 
above (A. 5), and since the state of the sepa- 
rated soul is not the same as it is in this life, it 
follows that through the intelligible species ac- 
quired in this life the soul apart from the body 
can understand what it understood formerly, 
but in a different way; not by turning to phan- 
tasins, but by a mode suited to a soul existing 
apart from the bor. Thus the act of knowledge 
acquired in this life remains in the separated 
soul, but in a different way. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher speaks of re- 
membrance according as memory belongs to the 
sensitive part, but not as belonging in a way to 
the intellect, as explained above (Q. LXXIX, A. 
§). 

Reply Obj, 2. The different mode of under- 
standing is produced by the different state of 
the soul which understands, and not by differ- 
ence in power of species. 

Reply Obj. 3. The acts by which a habit is ac- 
quired are like the acts caused by that habit in 
species, but not in mode. For example, to do 
jusi things, but not justly, that is, with pleas- 
ure, causes the habit of political justice, by 


‘which we act with pleasure. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Local Distance Impedes 
the Knowledge in the Separated Soul? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that local distance impedes the 
separated soul’s knowledge. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Cura 

3 Ethics, 1, 1 (110321). 


is acquired in this life by acts of the intellect 
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pro Mort. xiii), that “the souls of the dead are 
where they cannot know what is done here.” 

now what is done among themselves. 
Therefore local distance impedes the knowledge 
in the separated soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Divin. 
Demon, iii),* that “the demons’ rapidity of 
movement enables them to tell things unktagwn 
to us.” But agility of movement would be use- 
less in that respect unless their knowledge was 
impeded by local distance, which, therefore, is 
a much greater hindrance to the knowledge of 
the separated soul, whose nature is inferior to 
the demon’s. 

Obj. 3. Further, as there is distance of place, 
so is there distance of time. But distance of 
time impedes knowledge in the separated soul, 
for the soul does not know future things. There- 
fore it seems that distance of place also im- 
pedes its knowledge. 

On the contrary, It is written (Luke 16. 23), 
that Dives, lifting up his eyes when he was in 
torment, saw Abraham afar off. Therefore local 
distance does not impede knowledge in the sepa- 
rated soul. 

I answer that, Some have held that the sepa- 
rated soul knows the singular by abstraction 
from the sensible.’ If that were so, it could be 
said that local distance would impede its knowl- 
edge, for either the sensible would need to act 
upon the soul, or the soul upon the sensible, 
and in either cuse a determinate distance would 
be necessary, This is, however, impossible, be- 
cause abstraction of the species from the sens- 
ible is done through the senses and other sens- 
ible powers which do not remain actually in the 
soul apart from the body. But the soul when 
separated understands singulars by species de- 
rived from the Divine light, which is indifferent 
to what is near or distant. Hence knowledge in 
the separated soul is not hindered by local dis- 
tance. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine says that the souls 
of the departed cannot see what is done here, 
not because they are there, as if impeded by 
local distance, but for some other cause, as we 
shall explain (A. 8). 

Reply Obj, 2. Augustine speaks there in ac- 
cordance with the opinion that demons have 
bodies naturally united to them,‘ and so have 
sensitive powers, which require a determinate 

1PL 40, 605. 2 PL 4o, 584. 

8 Cf. Cassiodorus, De An., 2 (PL 70, 1286); Pseudo- 
Augustine (Alcher of Clairvaux), De Spir. ef An., 30 
(PL 40, 800). Cf. also Bonaventure, In Sent., tv, d. 50, 
Pt. 2, A. 1, Q. 1 (QR Iv, 1046). 
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distance. In the same book® he expressly sets 
down this opinion, though apparently rather 
by way of narration than of assertion, as we 
may gather from The City of God$ 

Reply Obj. 3. Future things, which are distant 
in time, do not actually exist, and therefore are 
not knowable in themselves, because so far as a 
thing falls short of being, so far does it fall short 
of being knowable. But what is locally distant 
exists actually, and is knowable in itself. Hence 
we cannot argue from distance of time to dis- 
tance of place. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Separated Souls Know 
What Takes Place on Earth? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem tat separated souls know what 
takes place on Jarth. 

Objection 1$For otherwise they would have 
no care for it is they have, according to what 
Dives said (L ce 16. 27, 28), J have five breth- 
ren...hema testify unto them, lest they also 
come into the face of torments, Therefore sep- 
arated souls ks! fw what passes on earth. 

Obj. 2. Furjjpr, the dead often appear to the 
living, asleep wake, and warn them of what 
takes place h ‘e; as Samuel appeared to Saul 
(I Kings 28. ). But this could not be unless 
they knew wh__ takes place here. Therefore they 
know what tal_'s place on earth. 

Obj. 3. Fu ier, separated souls know what 
happens amor, themsclves. If, therefore, they 
do not know w gat takes place among us, it must 
be by reason c; local distance; which has been 
shown to be falte (A. 7). 

On the contrary, It is written (Job 14, 21): 
He will not wMerstand whether his children 
come to honour ie dishonour. 

I answer that, By natural knowledge, of which 
we are treating now, the souls of the dead do not 
know what passes on earth. This follows from 
what has been laid down (A. 4), since the sepa- 
rated soul has knovledge of singulars through 
being in a way determined to them, either by 
some vestige of previ,tus knowledge or affection, 
or by the Divine orger. Now the souls of the 
dead are in a State of separation from the living, 
both by Divine order and by their mode of be- 
ing, whilst they are joined to the world of in- 
corporeal spiritual substances; and hence they 
are ignorant of what goes on among us. And 
Gregory gives the reason thus: “The dead do 
not know how the living act, for the life of the 
spirit is far from the lige of the flesh; and so, as 


§ De Div. Demon, 3 (PL } \ 584). 
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corporeal things differ from incorporeal in gen- 
us, so they are distinct in knowledge” (Moral. 
xii)! Augustine seems to say the same (De Cura 
pro Mort. xiii) ," when he asserts that, “the souls 
of the dead have no concern in the affairs of the 
living.” 

Gregory and Augustine, however, seem to be 
divided in opinion as regards the souls of the 
blessed in heaven, for Gregory continues the 
passage above quoted: “The case of the holy 
souls is different, for sinca-they see the light of 
Almighty God, we cannot believe that external 
things are unknown to them.” But Augustine 
(De Cura pro Mort. xiii)’ expressly says that 
the dead, even the saints, do Rot know what is 
done by the living or by their o{ 'n children, as a 
gloss quotes on the text, Ab 
known us (Isa. 63. 16).4 He cong 
ion by saying that he was not 
soled in sorrow by his mother, 
alive, and he could not think it 
was less kind when in a happier : 
by the fact that the Lord promi 
jas that he should die, lest hq@é 
people’s afflictions (IV Kings 22.9). Yet Augus- 
tine says this in doubt, and pre tes “Let every 
one take, as he pleases, what I say” Gregory, on 
the other hand, is positive, sinc@ he says, “We 
cannot believe.” His opinion, infeed, seems to 
be the more probable one,—that fhe souls of the 
blessed who see God do knowfF ll that passes 
here. For they are equal to the #igels, of whom 
Augustine says that they know what happens 
among those living on earth.® Buf. as the souls of 
the blessed are most perfectly gnited to Divine 
justice, they do not suffer uf sorrow, nor do 


they interfere in mundane affgrs, except in ac- 
cordance with Divine justice. 

Reply Obj. 1. The souls of the dead may care 
for the living, even if ignorant of their state, 
just as we care for the dead by offering prayers 
on their behalf, though we are ignorant of their 
state. Moreover, the affairg of the living can be 
made known to them ng in themselves, but 
through the souls who cqne to them from this 
life, or by angels and dergons, or even “by the 
revelation of the Holy ‘shost,”’ as Augustine 
says in the same book. 

Reply Obj. 2. That the dead appear to the liv- 
ing in any way whatever is either by the special 
dispensation of God, in order that the souls of 


1Chap. 21 (PL 75, oQ9). 
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the dead may intervene in affairs of the living,— 
and this is to be accounted as miraculous; or, 
else such apparitions occur throu. 
mentality of bad or good angels, without t 
knowledge of the departed, as may likewise hap- 
pen when in sleep the living appear, without their 


own knowledge, to others living, as Augustine 
saygsih the same book.’ And so it may be said of 


- Samuel that he appeared through Divine revela- 


tion, according to Ecclus. 46. 23, ke slept, and 
told the king the end of his life. Or, again, we 
can say that this apparition was procured by the 
demons if the authority of Ecclesiasticus be set 
aside through not being reccived by the Jews as 
canonical Scripture. 

Reply Obj. 3. This kind of ignorance does not 
proceed from the obstacle of Jocal distance, but 
from the cause mentioned above. 


QUESTION XC 
OF THE FIRST PRODUCTION OF MAN’S 
SOUL 
(In Four Articles) 


AFTER the foregoing we must consider the first 
production of man, concerning which there are 
four subjects of treatment: (1) The production 
of man himself. (2) The end of this production 
(g. xcut). (3) The state and condition of the 
first man (Q. xciv). (4) The place of his abode 
(Q. cu). Concerning the production of man, 
there are three things to be considered: (1) The 
production of man's soul. (2) The production 
of man’s body (q. xc1). (3) The production of 
the woman (Q. XcU). 

Under the first head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether man’s soul was something 
made, or was of the Divine substance? (2) 
Whether, if made, it was created? (3) Whether 
it was made by means of the angels? (4) 
Whether it was made before the body? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Soul Was Made, or Was 
of God’s Substance? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the soul was not made, but was 
of God’s substance. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Gen. 2. 7): 
God formed man of the slime of the earth, and 
breathed into his face the breath of life, and man 
was made a living soul. But he who breathes 
sends forth something of himsclf. Therefore the 
soul, by which man lives, is of the Divine sub- 
stance. 

Obj. 2. Further, as explained above (Q. LXxv, 

7Chap. 12 (PL 40, 600). 


FIRST PART Q. 90. ART. 2 


A. 5), the soul is a simple form. But a form is an 
: the soul is of God’s substance. 

voy. 5. curther, Phings that exist and do not 
differ are the same. But God and the mind exist, 
and in no way differ, for they could only be dif- 
ferentiated by certain differenc 
would be composite. Therefore God an 
man mind are the same. 

On the contrary, Augustine (De Orig. Anime 
ili. 15)! mentions certain opinions which he calls 
“exceedingly and evidently perverse, and con- 
trary to the Catholic Faith,” among which the 
first is the opinion that “God made the soul net 
out of nothing, but from Himself.” 

f answer that, To say that the soul is of the 
Divine substance involves a manifest improb- 
ability. For, as is clear from what has been said 
(Q. LXXVII, A. 2; Q. LXXIX, A. 2; Q. LXXXIV, A. 
6), the human soul is sometimes in a state of 
potency to the act of understanding, acquires its 
knowledge somehow from things, and has vari- 
ous powers; all of which are foreign to the Di- 
vine Nature, Which is a pure act. recciving noth- 
ing from any other, and admitting of no variety 
in itself, as we have proved (qQ. Ul, AA. I, 73 
Q. IX, A. I). 

This error seems to have originated from two 
opinions of the ancients. For those who first be- 
gan to observe the natures of things, being unable 
to rise above thcir imagination, supposed that 
nothing but bodies existed * Therefore they said 
that God was a body.’ which they considered to 
be the principle of other bodies. And since they 
held that the soul was of the same nature as that 
body which they regarded as the first principle, 
as is stated in the book on the Soul,‘ it followed 
that the soul was of the substance of God. Ac- 
cording to this supposition, also, the Manich- 
wans, thinking that God was a corporeal light, 
held that the soul was part of that light, bound 
up with the body.’ 

Then a further step in advance was made, and 
some apprehended the being of something in- 
corporeal, not apart from the body. but the form 
of a body.® so that Varro said, “God is a soul 
governing the world by movement and reason,” 
as Augustine relates.’ So some supposed man’s 
soul to be part of that all-embracing soul,® just 

LPL 44, 522. 2 Cf. Q. XLIV, A. 2. 
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as man is a part of the whole world; for they 
were unable to go so far as to distinguish the 
different degrees of spiritual substance, except 
according to the distinction of bodies. 

But, all these theories are impossible, as 
proved above (q. m1, AA. I, 8; and Q. LXxv, A. 
1), and therefore it is evidently false that the 
soul is of the substance of God. 

Reply Obj. 1. The term “breathe” is not to be 
taken in the corporeal sense; but as regards the 
act of God, to breatf® (spirare), is the same as 
to make a spirit. Moreover, even in the corpo- 
real sense, man by breathing does not send forth 
anything of his gwn substance, but an éxtran- 
eous thing. 


Although the soul is a simple 
ce, yet it is not its own being, 
but is a being@by participation, as above ex- 
plained (Q. Lx$v, A. 5, ans. 4). Therefore it is 
not a pure act #ke God. 

Reply 0bj.%%. That which differs, properly 
speaking, diffuts by something; therefore we 
seck for diffenfice where we find also resem- 
blance. For thi, reason things which differ must 
in some way li{compound, since they differ in 
something, ayf in something resemble each 
other. In this @ense, although all that differ are 
diverse, yet althings that are diverse do not dif- 
fer, as is stateg in the Metuphysics.* For simple 
things differ ing{hemselves and not by other dif- 
ferent things efit of which they are composed. 
For instance, a¥fian and a horse differ by the dif- 
ference of ratichal and irrational, but we cannot 
say that these again differ by some further dif- 
ference. 


ARTICLE 2. Whe'ner the Soul Was Produced 
in Being by Credtion? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the soul was not produced in 
being by creation. 

Objection. 1. For that which has in itself 
something material ‘is produced from matter. 
But the soul has something material in itself, 
since it is not a pure act. Therefore the soul was 
made of matter, and hence it was not created. 

Obj. 2. Further, every act of matter is drawn 
out of the potency of that matter; for since mat- 
ter is In potency to act, any act pre-exists in 
matter potentially. But the soul is the act of cor- 
poreal matter, as is clear from its definition.!® 
Therefore the soul is drawn out of the potency 
of matter. , 

Ob). 3. Further, the soul is a form. Therefore, 
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{f the soul is created, by. equal reason all other 
forms are created. Thus no forms would come 
into being by generation; which is not true. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 27): 
God created man to His own image. But man is 
in the image of God in his soul. Therefore the 
soul was created. 

1 answer that, The rational soul can be made 


only by creation, which is not true of other’ ~ 


forms. The reason is because since to be made is 
the way to being. a thing fHist be made in such 
a way as is suilable to itmode of being. Now 
that properly is said to be Which itself has being, 
subsisting as it were in its owy being. Therefore 
only substances are oroperty ake truly called be- 
ings. But an accident does not .ave being, but 
something is by it. and so far it called a be- 
ing: for instance, whiteness is c. led a being be- 
cause by it something is white. Hence it is said 
in the Metaphysics! that an ac: ylent should be 
described as of a being rather “in as a being. 
The same is to be saidof alloth' non-subsistent 
forms. Therefore, properly spe: ing, it does not 
pertain to any non-existing forng o be made, but 
they are said to be made througtythe composite 
substances being made. On the @ her hand. the 
rational soul is a subsistent forng, as above ex- 
plained (9. Lxxv, A. 2). And so & properly per- 
tains to it to be and to be madg. And since it 
cannot be made of pre-cxistigf’ (prejacens) 
matter. neither corporeal becaug. in this way it 
would be a corporeal nature nor spiritual. 
which would involve the tr@smutation of 
one spiritual substance into another, we must 
conclude that it cannot exist except by crea- 


tion. 

Reply Obj. 1. The soul’s infor essence 18 as 
the material clement, while it§ participated be- 
ing is its formal element, which participated be- 
ing necessarily exists at the same time with the 
soul's essence, because being naturally follows 
the form. The same reason holds if the soul is 
supposed to be composed of some spiritua] mat- 
ter, as some maintain;* because that matter is 
not in potency to another form, just as the mat- 
ter of a celestial body 15 not; otherwise the soul 
would be corruptible. Therefore the soul cannot 
in any way be made of pre-existent matter. 

Reply Chj. 2. The drawing out of act from the 
potency of matter is nothing ee but something 
becoming actual that previously was in potency. 
But since the rational soul does not depend in its 
being on corporeal matter, but has subsistent 
being, and exceeds the capacity of corporeal 
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matter, a3 we have seen (Q. LXXV, A. 2), for this 

reason it is not drawn out from, the 

matter. ee 
Reply Obj. 3. As we have said, fies is no 

comparison between the rational soul and other 

forms. 


{fiers 3. Whether the Rational Soul 
Produced by God Immediately? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would secm that the rational soul is not imme- 
diately made by God, but by the instrumentality 
of the angels. 

Objection 1. For spiritual things have more 
order than corporeal things. But inferior bodies 
are produced by means of the superior, as Dio- 
nysius says (Div. Nom. iv).? Therefore also the 
inferior spirits, who are the rational souls, are 
produced by means of the superior spirits, the 
angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, the end corresponds to the 
beginning of things, for God is the beginning and 
end of all. Therefore the issue of things from 
their beginning corresponds to their going back 
to their end. But “lower things are brought back 
by the higher.” as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. 
v);7 therefore also the lower come into being 
through the higher, and souls by angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, “The perfect is that which 
can produce its ke,” as is stated in the fourth 
book on Jfeteorology.® But spiritual substances 
are much more perfect than corporeal There- 
fore, since bodies produce their like in their own 
species, much more are angels able to produce 
something specifically inferior to themselves; 
and such js the rational] soul. 


On the contrary, It is written (Gen 2.7) that 


‘God Himself breathed into the face of man the 


breath of life. 

LT answer that, Some have held that angels, 
acting by the power of God, produce rational 
souls.” But this is qu:iiec impnassible, and is 
against faith. or it has been proved (a. 2) that 
the rational soul cannot be produced except by 
creation Now. God alone can create, for the 
first agent alone can act without presupposing 
anything. while the second cause always presup- 
poses something derived from the first cause, as 
above explained (q. Lxv, A. 3). And every agent 
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the Great, in Summa de Creatur., attributes this position 
to Gundissalinus; cf. Gundissalinus, De An., 5 (MK 
51.10). 
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that presupposes something to its act, acts by 
making a change in it. Therefore everything else 


ear rereneia, but God alone acts 
y creation. Since, tnevefore, the rational soul 
cannot be produced by a change in matter, it 
cannot be produced except i ediately by 
God. 
Thus the replies to the objections are x 


For that bodies produce their like or somethirtes 


inferior to themselves, and that the higher 
things lead back the inferior,—all these things 
are effected through a certain transmutation. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Human Soul Was 
Produced Before the Body? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the human soul was made be- 
fore the body, 

Objection 1. For the work of creation pre- 
ceded the work of distinction and adornment, 
as shown above (Q. LXVI, A. 1; Q. LXX, A. I). 
But the soul was produced in being by creation, 
whereas the body was made at the end of the 
work of adornment as was maintained above 
(Q. Lxx1r). Therefore the soul of man was made 
before the body. 

Obj. 2, Further, the rational soul has more in 
common with the angels than with the brute ani- 
mals, But angels were created before bodies, or 
at least, at the beginning with corporeal matter, 
while the body of man was formed on the sixth 
day, when also the animals were made. There- 
fore the soul of man was created before the 
body. 

Obj, 3. Further, the end is proportioned to the 
beginning But in the end the soul outlasts the 
body. Therefore in the beginning it was created 
hefore the body. 

On the contrary, The proper act is produced 
in its proper potency. Therefore, since the soul 
is the proper act of the body, the soul was pro- 
duced in the body. 

I answer that, Origen (Peri Archon, i)' held 
that not only the soul of the first man, but also 
the souls of all men were created at the same 
time as the angels, before their bodies. For he 
thought that all spiritual substances, whether 
souls or angels, are equal in their natural condi- 
tion, and differ only by merit, so that some of 
them—namely, the souls of men or of heavenly 
bodies—are united to bodies while others re- 
main in their different orders entirely free from 
matter. Of this opinion we have already spoken 
(Q. XLVII, A. 2), and so we need say nothing 
about it here. 

1 Chaps. 6, 8, 9 (PG 11, 166, 178, 229). 
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Augustine, however (Gen. ad lit, vii, 24)? 
says-that the soul of the first man was created 
at the same time as the angels, before the body, 
for another reason. For he supposes that the 
body of.man, during the work of the six days, 
was produced not actually, but only in their 
causal principles; which cannot be said of the 
soul, because neither was it made of any pre- 
xisting corporeal or spiritua] matter, nor could 


it be produced from any created principle. 


Therefore it seemm*4gat the soul itself, during 
the work of the six when all things were 
made, was created, tg@fether with the angels, and 
that afterwards, by its own will, was joined to 
the service of thefSody, But he does not say this 


by way of asserffZon, as his words prove. For he 


of itself a complete species and 
nature, and thi af it is not united to the body as 
its form, but “Sits ruler.* But if the soul is 
united to the Mbdy as its form, and is naturally 
a part of humdh nature, this supposition is alto- 
gether impossi@le. For it is clear that God made 
the first things§jn their perfect natural state, ac- 
cording as the *pecies of each required. Now the 
soul, as a part &f human nature, has its natural 
perfection only. s united to the body. Therefore 
it would have been unfitting for the soul to be 
created without the body. 

Therefore, if we admit the opinion of Augus- 
tine about the work of the six days (0. LXxtv, 
A. 2), we may say that the human soul preceded 
in the work of the six days by a certain generic 
likeness, so far as it has intellectual nature in 
common with the angels, but was itself created 
at the same time as the body. According to other 
saints,® both the body and soul of the first man 
were produced in the work of the six days. 

Reply Obj. 1. If the soul by its nature were a 
compiete species, so that it might be created in 
itself, this reason would prove that the soul was 
created in itself in the beginning. But as the soul 
is naturally the form of the body, it was neces- 
sarily created not separately but in the body. 

Reply Obj. 2. The same observation applies to 
the second objection. For if the soul had a spe- 


2PL 34 (368); cf. also Chap. 28 (370). 
3Bk. vir, Chap. 4 (PL 34, 368). 
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cies of itself it would have something still more 
in common with the angels. But, as the form of 
the body, it belongs to the genus of animal, as a 
formal principle. 

Reply Obj. 3. That the soul remains after the 
body is due to a defect of the body, namely, 
death. Which defect was not due when the soul 
was first created. 


QUESTION XCI -. 
THE PRODUCTION ggfiite FIRST MAN’S 


z Pan 
~ (In Four Articles) 


WE have now to consider the groduction of the 
first man’s body. Under this he@d there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) The matt§r from which it 
was produced. (2) The author fy whom it was 
produced. (3) The disposition # received in its 
production, (4) The mode and @-der of its pro- 
duction, 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Body & the First 
Man Was Made of the Slime offxhe Earth? 


We proceed thus to the Fgjst Article: It 
would seem that the body of t®& first man was 
not made of the slime of the earth. 

Objection 1. For it is an act of greater power 
to make something out of nothifg than out of 
something, because non-being i@ further from 
act than being in potency. But @fice man is the 
most excellent of God’s lower q@features, it was 
ntting that in the production of§nan’s body the 
vsower of God should be most clearly shown. 
Therefore it should not have been made of the 
slime of the earth, but out of nothing. 

Obj. 2. Further, the heavenly bodies are no- 
bler than earthly bodies. But the human body 
has the greatest nobility, since it is perfected by 
the noblest form, which is the rational soul. 
Therefore it should not be made of an earthly 
body, but of a heavenly body. 

Ob). 3. Further, fire and air are nobler bodies 
than carth and water. as is clear from their sub- 
tlety. Therefore, since the human body is most 
noble, it should rather have been made of fire 
and air than of the slime of the earth. 

Obj. 4. Further, the human body is composed + 
of the four elements. Therefore it was not made 
of the slime of the earth, but of the four ele- 
ments. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 7): 
God made man of the slime of the earth. 

I answer that, As God is perfect in His works, 
He bestowed perfection on all of them accord- 
ing to their manner: God’s works are perfect 
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(Deut. 32. 4). He Himself is absolutely pérfect 
by the fact that “all things are pre-contained in 
Him, not as component par WX 
one simple whole,” as“ionysius says (Div. 
Nom. v),' in the same way as various effects 
pre-exist in +’eir cause, according to its single 
penny perfection is bestowed on the an- 
g ince all things which are produced by God 


sl? nature through various forms come under 


their knowledge. But on man this perfection is 
bestowed in an inferior way. For he does not 
possess a natural knowledge of all natural 
things, but is in a manner composed of all 
things, since he has in himself a rational soul of 
the genus of spiritual substances, and in likeness 
to the heavenly bodies he 1s removed from con- 
traries by an equable temperament. As to the 
elements, he has them in their very substance, 
yet in such a way that the higher elements, fire 
and air, predominate in him by their power; for 
life is mostly found where there is hea¢p which is 
from fire, and where there is moisture, which is 
of the air. But the inferior elements abound in 
man by their substance; otherwise the mingling 
of elements would not be evenly balanced, un- 
Iess the inferior elements, which have the less 
power, predominated in quantity. Therefore the 
body of man is said to have been formed from 
the slime of the earth; because earth and water 
mingled are called slime, and for this reason 
man is called “a little world,’* because all crea- 
tures of the world are in a way to be found in 
him. 

Reply Obj. 1. The power of the Divine Cre- 
ator was manifested in man’s body when its 
matter was produced by creation. But it was 
fitting that the human body should be made of 


the four elements that man might have some- 


thing in common with the inferior bodies, as be- 
ing something between spiritual and corporeal 
substances. 

Reply Obj. 2. Althoug™ the heavenly body is 
absolutely nobler than the earthly body, yet for 
the acts of the rational soul the heavenly body 
is less adapted. For the rational soul receives the 
krowledge of truth in a certain way through the 
senses, the organs of which cannot be formed of 
a heavenly body which is impassible. Nor is it 
true that something of the fifth essence enters 
matenally into the composition of the human 
body. as some say,? who suppose that the soul is 
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united to the body by means of light. For, first 
af all what thev say is false—that light is a 
wouy. vocugdly, PSgpossi for something 
to be taken from the fifth essence, or from a 
heavenly body, and to be mingled with the ele- 


ments, since a heavenly body#@-passible. 
Therefore it does not enter into the co ition 
of gnixed bodies, except as in the effects or in 


power. 

Reply Obj. 3. lf fire and air, whose action is 
of greater power, predominated also in quantity 
in the human body, they would entirely draw 
the rest into themselves, and there would be no 
equality in the mingling. such as is required in 
the composition of man for the sense of touch, 
which is the foundation of the other senses. For 
the organ of any particular sense must not ac- 
tually have the contraries of that of which that 
sense has the perception, but only potentially; 
either in such a way that it is entirely lacking in 
the whole genus of such contraries,—-thus, for 
instance, the pupil of the eye is without colour, 
so as to be in potency to all colours, which is not 
possible in the organ of touch, since it is com- 
posed of the very elements whose qualities are 
perceived by that sense; or so that the organ is 
a medium between two contraries, as must be 
the case with regard to touch; for the medium is 
in potency to the extremes 

Reply Obj, 4. In the slime of the earth are 
earth and water binding the earth together. Of 
the other elements, Scripture makes no mention, 
because they are less in quantity in the human 
body, as we have said; and because also in the 
account of the Creation no mention is made of 
fire and air, which are not perceived by senses of 
primitive men such as those to whom the Scrip- 
ture was Immediately addressed. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Human Body Was 
Immediately Produced by God? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the human body was not pro- 
duced by God immediately. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
4).! that “corporeal things are disposed by God 
through the angels.” But the human body was 
made of corporeal matter, as stated above (A. 
1). Therefore it was produced by the instru- 
mentality of the angels, and not immediately by 
God. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever can be made by a 
created power, is not necessarily produced im- 
mediately by God. But the human body can be 
produced by the created power of a heavenly 

1PL 42, 873. 
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body, for even certain animals are produced 
from putrefaction by the active power of a heav- 
enly body, and Albumazar says that man is not 
generated where heat and cold are extreme, but 
only in temperate regions.? Therefore the hu- 
man body was not necessarily produced imme- 
diately by God. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is made of corporeal 

atter except by some material change. But all 
corpores ings is caused by a movement of a 
heavenly body, whi.%jig the first movement. 
Therefore, since the Yaman body, was produced 
from corporeal matg€r, it seems t haayenly 
body had part in i$ production. ; 

Obj. 4. Furth, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit, 
vil, 24) that mgln's body was made during the 
work of the si¥ days, according to the causal 
icy} God inserted in corporeal crea- 
t was actually produced after- 
._ pre-exists in the corporeal crea- 
ture by reasor! f causal principles can be pro- 
duced by somé corporeal body. Therefore the 
human body {hs produced by some created 
power, and not*mmcediately by God. 

On the contritry, It is written (Ecclus. 17. 1): 
God created man out of the earth. 

I answer that, The first formation of the hu- 


which are in cr$poreal matter are derived from 
vs 
some immater?,! forms;! but the Philosopher 
refutes this opinion,® for the reason that “forms 
cannot be made in themselves, but only in the 
composite,” as we have explained (Q. Lxv, A. 
4)." And because the agent must be like its ef- 
fect, it is not fitting that a pure form, not exist- 
ing in matter, should produce a form which is in 
matter, and which is only made by the fact that 
the composite is made. So a form which is in 
matter can only be the cause of another form 
that is in matter according as composite is made 
by composite. Now God, though He is absolute- 
ly immaterial, alone can by His own power pro- 
duce matter by creation. Therefore He alone 
can produce a form in matter without the aid of 
any preceding material form. For this reason the 
angels cannot transform a body except by mak- 
ing use of seminal principles, as Augustine says 
(De Trin. iii).’ Therefore as no pre-existing 


3Cf. Duhem, Le Systéme du Monde (11, 369). 
IPL 34, 368. 

4Cf. Q. XLV, A. 8; Q. LXV, A. 4; Q. CXV, A. TL 
& Metaphysics, Vu, 8 (103316). 
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body had been formed whereby another body of 
the same species could be generated, the first 
human body was of necessity made immediately 
by God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the angels are the 
ministets of God as regards what they do in 
bodies, yet God does something in bodies be- 
yond the angels’ power, as, for instance, raising 


the dead, or giving sight to the blind, and by. tleté- 


power He formed the body gf the£<cinan from 
the slime of the earth SWertheless the angels 


could act as. 7 isters in¥the formation of the 
ngaypont ars man, in tlie same way. as they 
will do at the last resurrectiok, by collecting the 


dust. 

Reply Obj. 2. Perfect animal produced from 
seed, cannot be made by the Sole power of a 
heavenly body, as Avicenna im: ined,’ although 
the power of a heavenly body! -y assist by co- 
operation in the work of natura pencration ; for 
the Philosopher says,? “man anf the sun beget 
man from matter.” For this rei son, a place of 
moderate temperature is requi; ‘d for the pro- 
duction of man and other perf: + animals. But 
the power of heavenly bodies wuffices for the 
production of some imperfect animals from 
properly disposed matter; for is clear that 
more conditions are required to@sroduce a per- 
fect than an imperfect thing. § 

Reply Obj. 3. The movemen 
causes natural changes, but n@ changes that 
surpass the order of nature, anf are caused by 
the Divine Power alone, as for’the dead to be 
raised to life, or the blind to see, like to which 
also is the making of man from the slime of the 
earth. 

Reply Obj. 4. A thing may be said to pre- 
exist in the causal principles of creatures in two 
ways. First, both in active and in passive po- 
tency, so that not only can it be produced out 
of pre-existing matter, but also that some pre- 
existing creature can produce it. Secondly, in 
passive potency only; that is, that out of pre- 
existing matter it can be produced by God. In 
this sense, according to Augustine, the human 
hody pre-existed in the works produced accord- 
ing to the causal principles. 


ARTICLE 3 Whether the Body of Man Was 
Given a Fitting Disposition? 

We proceed thus to the 7hird Article: It 
would seem that the body of man was not giyen 
a fitting disposition. 

Objection 1. For since man is the noblest of 


Mf the heavens 


1Cf, oO, LXXI, Ans. I. 
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animals, his body ought-to be the best disposed 
in what is proper to an an sen 

and movement. But somes: 
senses and quicker m cada than man; thus 
dogs have a keener smell, and birds move more 


a man’s body was not aptly 
dis : 
“707. 2. Further, the perfect is what lacks 


‘nothing. But the human body lacks more than 


the bedy of other animals, for these are pro- 
vided with covering and natural arms of de- 
fence, in which man is lacking. Therefore the 
human body is very imperfectly disposed. 

Obj. 3. Further, man is more distant from 
plants than he is from the brutes, But plants are 
erect in stature, while brutes are prone in stat- 
ure. Therefore man should not be of erect stat- 
ure. 

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 7. 30): 
God made man right. 

I answer that, All natural things were pro- 
duced by the Divine art, and so may be called 
God’s works of art. Now every artist intends to 
give to his work the best disposition; not abso- 
lutely the best, but the best as regards the pro- 
posed end. And even if this entails some defect, 
the artist does not care. Thus, for instance, when 
a man makes himself a saw for the purpose of 
culting, he makes it of iron, which is suitable 
for the object in view; and he does not prefer to 
make it of glass, though this be a more beautiful 
material, because this very beauty would be an 
obstacle to the end he has in view Thus, there- 
fore, God gave to each natural being the best 
disposition; not absolutely so, but in view of its 
proper end. This is what the Philosopher says, 
“And because it is better so, not absolutely, but 
for each one’s substance.” 

Now the proximate end of the human body is 
the rational soul and its operations, since matter 
is for the sake of the form, and instruments are 
for the action of the age*.t. I say. therefore, that 
God fashioned the human body in that disposi- 
tion which was best, as most suited to such a 
form and to such operations. And if there seems 
tu be some defect in the disposition of the hu- 
man body, it is well to observe that such defect 
arises as a necessary result of the matter, from 
the conditions required in the body in order to 
make it suitably proportioned to the soul and its 
operations. 

Reply Obj, 1. The sense of touch, which is the 
foundation of the other senses, is more perfect 
in man than in any other animal, and for this 
reason man must have the most equable tem- 

3 Jbid., 0, 7 (1988). 
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perament of all animals. Moreover man excels 
all’ other animals in the interior sensitive pow- 

Mayhat we have said above (9, 
LXXVItI, A. 4). But By ‘kind of necessity, man 
falls short of the other animals in some of the 
exterior senses; thus of all ani he has the 
least sense of smell. For man of Ai%ghimals 
needs the largest brain as compared to thes> 
both for his greater freedom of action in the it 
terior powers required for the intellectual oper- 
ations, as we have seen above (Q. LXXXIV, A. 7), 
and in order that the low temperature of the 
brain may modify the heat of the heart, which 
has to be considerable in man for him to be able 
to Stand up erect. So that the size of the brain. 
by reason of its humidity, is an impediment to 
the smell, which requires dryness. In the same 
way, we may suggest a reason why some animals 
have a keener sight, and a more acute hearing 
than man; namely, on account of a hindrance to 
his senses arising necessarily from the perfect 
equability of his temperament, The same reason 
suffices to explain why some animals are more 
rapid in movement than man, since this excel- 
lence of speed is inconsistent with the equability 
of the human temperament. 

Reply Obj. 2. Horns and claws, which are the 
weapons of some animals, and toughness of hide 
and quantity of hair or feathers, which are the 
clothing of animals, are signs of an abundance 
of the carthly element. which does not agree 
with the equahility and softness of the human 
temperament. Therefore such things do not suit 
the nature of man Instead of these, he has rea- 
son and hands whereby he can make himself 
arms and clothes, and other necessaries of life, 
of infinite variety. And so the hand ts called by 
Aristotle! ‘the organ of organs.” Moreover this 
was more becoming to the rational nature, 
which Is capable of conceiving an infinite num- 
ber of things so as to make for itself an infinite 
number of instruments. 

Reply Obj. 3. An upright stature was becom- 
ing to man for four reasons. First, because the 
senses are given to man, not only for the pur- 
pose of procuring the necessaries of life for 
which they are bestowed on other animals, but 
also for the purpose of knowledge. Hence, 
whereas the other animals take delight in the 
objects of the senses only as ordered to food and 
sex, man alone takes pleasure in the beauty of 
sensible objects for its own sake. Therefore, as 
the senses are situated chiefly in the face, other 
animals have the face turned to the ground, as 
it were for the purpose of seeking food and pro- 

1 Soul, m1, 8 (432"1). 
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curing a livelihood; but man has his face erect, 
in order that by the senses, and chiefly by sight, 
which is more subtle and penetrates further into 
the differences of things, he may freely survey 
the sensible objects around him, both heavenly 
and earthly, so as to gather intelligible truth 
from all things. Secondly, for the greater free- 
dom of the acts of the interior powers; the 

wherein these actions are, in a way, per- 


(OFTEGPNagiDE low down, but lifted up above 
other parts s dy. Thirdly, because if 


man’s slature were pt the ground he would 
need to use his handfas fore-fe their 
utility for other pyfposes would cease. FU ‘ 


because if mang stature were prone to the 
ground and he fised his hands as fore-feet, he 


his mouth. Ths he would have a protruding 
mouth, with thik and hard lips, and also a hard 
tongue, so as tj keep it from being hurt by ex- 
terior things, 4k we see in other animals. More- 
over, such an agtitude would quite hinder speech, 
which is caso proper operation, 

Nevertheles:¥ though of erect nature, man is 
far above plants. For man’s superior part, his 
head, is turned towards the superior part of the 
world, and hig inferior part is turned towards 
the inferior wqprld; and therefore he is perfectly 
disposed as togthe general situation of his body. 
Plants have th4 superior part turned towards the 
lower world, st ce their roots correspond to the 
mouth, and thdir inferior parts towards the up- 
per world. But brute animals have a middle dis- 
position, for the superior part of the animal is 
that by which it takes food, and the inferior part 
that by which it rids itself of the surplus. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Production of the Hu- 
man Body Is Fittingly Described in Scripture? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the production of the human 
body is not fittingly described in Scripture (Gen. 
T.2032979)): 

Objection 1. For, as the human body was 
made by God, so also were the other works of 
the six days. But in the other works it is written, 
Gad said; Let it be made, and it was made. 
Therefore the same should have been said of 
man. | 
Obj. 2. Further, the human body was made by 
God immediately, as explained above (A. 2). 
Therefore it was not fittingly said, Let us make 
man, 

Obj. 3. Further, the form of the human body 
is the soul itself which is the breath of life. 
Therefore, having said, God made man of the 
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slime of the earth, he should not have added: His Apostles, saying, Receive ye the Holy Ghost 
And He breathed into him the breath of life. (John 20. 22). § But this explanation, as Au- 


Obj. 4. Further, the soul, which is the breath gustine says, is a 
of life, is in the whole body, and chiefly in the Scripture. For we read #&*fier on, And man was 


heart. Therefore it was not fittingly said: He made a living soul, which words the Apostle (I 


breathed into his face the breath of life. Cor. 15. 4 fers not to spiritual life, but to 
Obj. 5. Further, the male and female sex be- animal} erefore, by breath of life we must 
long to the body, while the image of God be- tand the soul, so that the words, He 


longs to the soul. But the soul, ier Feathed into his face the breath of life, are a 
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. vii, 24) Lae3e"S e- sort of exposition of what goes before; for the 
fore the body. Therel gpeserng said: To His _ soul is the form of the body. 
image He magdedhem, TE Sgould not have added, Reply Obj. 4. Since vital operations are more 
ndygesticn® He creaté&them. clearly seen in man’s face, on account of the 
1e contrary, Is the autkority of Scripture. senses which are the expressed, therefore 
Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine: serves (Gen.ad Scripture says that the breath of life was 
lit. vi, 12),2 man surpasses otlgr things not in breathed into man’s face. 
the fact that God Himself madajman, as though Reply Obj. 5. According to Augustine (Gen. 
He did not make other things; ice itis written ad lit. iv, 34),”7 the works of the six days were 
(Ps, 101. 26), The work of Tily hands is the done all at one time. And so according to him, . 
heaven, and elsewhere (Ps. 9. 5), Hzs hands man’s soul, which he holds to have been made 
laid down the dry land, but in HRs, that man is with the angels, was not made before the sixth 
made to God’s image. Yet in dfscribing man’s day; but on the sixth day both the soul of the 
production, Scripture uses a @becial way of first man was made actually, and his body in its 
speaking to show that other things were made causal principles. But other doctors hold that 
for man’s sake. Tor we are accustomed to do on the sixth day both body and soul of man were 
with more deliberation and care what we have actually made.® 
chiefly in mind. 
Reply 0b). 2. We must not imggine that when QUESTION XCII 
ae said Let us make man, He sBoke to the an- THE PRODUCTION OF THE WOMAN 
gels, aS some were perverse e : 
But by these words is signified e plurality of PUB ONTATICLES) 
the Divine Person, Whose image’is more clearly Wer must next consider the production of the 
expressed in man. woman. Under this head there are four points of 
Reply Obj. 3. Some have thought that man’s — inquiry: (1) Whether the woman should have 
body was formed first in priority of time, and been made in that first production of things? 
that afterwards the soul was infused into the (2) Whether the woman should have been made 
formed body.‘ But it is against the notion of the = from man? (3) Whether of man’s rib? (4) 
perfection of the first production of things, that | Whether the woman was made immediately by 
God should have made cither the body without God? 
nes Peek Nee seas aes a ae ARTICLE 1. Whether the Woman Should Have 


fitting as regards the body, for the body depends Been Made in the First Production of Things? 

on the soul, and not the suul on the bodv. We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
To remove the difficulty some have said that Seem that the woman should not have been 

the words, God made man, must be understood Made in the first production of things. 

of the production of the body with the soul, and Objection 1. For the Philosopher says® that 

that the subsequent words, and He breathedinto “the female is a misbegotten male.” But noth- 

his face the breath of life, should be understood 98 Misbegotten or defective should have been 


of the Holy Ghost; just as the Lord breathed on 3 the first production of things. Therefore 
woman should not have been made at that first 


' PT. 34, 368. Also chap. 28 (397° . 

Her 4a ee production. 

8Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 11, xvt, 2 (QR 21, 379). Cf, Augustine, Crty of God, x111, 24 (PL 41, 398); 
Cf. also Augustine, City of God, xv1, b (PL 41, 484). Gen. contra Manch., 1, 8 (PY. 34, 201). 

#Cf£ Peter Lombard, Joc. cit., Augustine, Gen. ad Hit., City of God, x11, 24 (PL 41, 401). 
vu, 24 (PL 34, 368); Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., 1, 7™PL 34, 319. 
vi, 3 (PL 176, 275); cf. also Portalié, DTC, art. on 8Cf.g. XC, A. 4. 


Augustine (1, 2350). *(eneration of Animals, 11, 3 (737%27). 
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0b}. 2. Further, subjection and lessening were 


the woman was it said after 
. 3.10): Lrvteghali be under the man’s 
power ; and Gregory say that, “Where there is 


no sin, there is no inequality.s:But woman is 
naturally of less strength and digs an man, 
for the agent is always more Henours Re 
the parent, as Augustine says (Gen. ad a. 
16).? 
made iffthe first production of things before sin. 

Obj. 3. Further, occasions of sin should be cut 
off. But God foresaw that the woman would be 
an occasion of sin to man. Therefore He should 
not have made woman. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 18): 
It is not good for man to be alone; let us make 
him a helper like to himself. 

I answer that, It was necessary for woman to 
be made, as the Scripture says, as a helper to 
man; not, indeed, as a helpmate in other works, 
as some say,® since man can be more efficiently 
helped by another man in other works, but as a 
helper in the work of generation. This can be 
made clear if we observe the mode of gencration 
carried out in various living things. Some living 
things do not possess in themselves the power of 
generation, but are generated by an agent of 


another species, such as some plants and ani-. 


mals by the influence of the heavenly bodies, 
from some fitting matter and not from seed. 
Others possess the active and passive generative 
power together, as we see in plants which are 
generated from seed. For the noblest vital func- 
tion in plants is generation, and so we obscrve 
that in these the active power of gencration in- 
variably accompanies the passive power. Among 
perfect animals the active power of generation 
belongs to the male sex, and the passive power 
to the female. And as among animals there is a 
vital operation nobler than generation, to which 
their life is principally directed, therefore the 
male sex is not found in continual union with 
the female in perfect animals, but only at the 
time of coition; so that we may consider that by 
coition the male and female become one, just as 
in plants they are always united, although in 
some cases one of them preponderates, and in 
some the other. But man is yet further ordered 
to a still nobler vital action, and that is to un- 
derstand. Therefore there was greater reason for 
the dictinction of these two forces In man, so 
that the female should be produced separately 


1 Moral., xxi, 15 (PL 76, 203). 

7 PL 34, 467. 

Cf, Augustine, Gen. ad lit., rx, 3 (PL 34, 395); City of 
God, x1v, 21 (PL 41, 429). 
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from the male, although they are carnally united 
for generation. Therefore directly after the for- 
mation of woman, it was said: And they shall be 
two in one flesh (Gen. 2. 24). 

Reply Obj. 1. As regards the particular na- 
ture, woman is defective and misbegotten, for 
the active force in the male seed tends to the 
roduction of a perfect likeness in the masculine 
the production of woman comes from 
defect int rce or from some material 
Indisposition, or €, m some external 
change, such as that'‘@f as which is 
moist, as the Phisopher observes.~ e 
other hand, in re tion to the eivereal: nature, 
woman is not mi fbegotten, but is included in na- 
ture’s intention,as ordered to the work of gen- 
eration. Now tse universal intention of nature 
depends on Gor, Who is the universal Author of 
nature. There’ pre, in producing nature, God 
formed not on. y the male but also the female. 

Reply Obj."4. Subjection is twofold. One is 
servile, by virtye of which a superior makes use 
of a subject fo Mis own benefit, and this kind of 
subjection began after sin. There is another kind 
of subjection, which is called economic or civil, 
whereby the superior makes use of his subjects 
for their own henefit and good; and this kind of 
subjection existed even before sin. For good or- 
der would havd@ been wanting in the human fam- 
ily if some wae not governed by others wiser 
than themselv.s. So by such a kind of subjec- 
tlon woman is naturally subject to man, because 
in man the discretion of reason predominates. 
Nor is inequality among men excluded by the 
state of innocence, as we shall prove (Q. xcvI, 
A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 3. 1f God had deprived the world 
of all those things which proved an occasion of 
sin, the universe would have been imperfect. 
Nor was it Otting for the common good to be 
destroyed in order that individual evil might be 
avoided, especially as God is so powerful that 
He can direct any evil to a good end. 


td me 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Woman Should Have 
Been Made from Man? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that woman should not have been 
made from man. 

Objection 1. For sex belongs both to man and 
animals. But in the other animals the female 
was not made from the male. Therefore neither 
should it have been so with man. 

Obj. 2. Further, things of the same species are 
of the same matter. But male and female are of 

4 Generation of Animals, 1v, 2 (76633). 
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the same species. Therefore, as man was made 
of the slime of the earth, so woman should have 
been made of the same, and not from man. 

Obj. 3. Further, woman was made to be a 
helpmate to man in the work of generation. But 
close relationship makes a person unfit for that 
office; hence near relations are debarred from 


intermarriage, as is written (Lev. 18.6). There- , 


fore woman should not have been _, 


Mien (Ecclus. 17. 5): 
out of man, a help- 


“1 answer that, When all 
formed, it was more suitable 
be made from the man than (f 
be from the male) in other ani 
der thus to give the first man 
so that just as God is the princ 
universe, so the first man, in 
was the principle of the whole —s nan race. And 
so Paul says that God made t whole human 
race from one (Acts 17. 26). Se jndly, that man 
might love woman all the more, and cleave to 
her more closely, knowing her to be fashioned 
from himself. Hence it is written (Gen. 2. 23, 
24): She was taken out of man, wherefore a 
man shall leave father and mower, and shall 
cleave to his wife. This was mogt necessary as 
regards the human race, in whidf the male and 
female live together for life, wich is not the 
case with other animals. Thirdly. because, as the 
Philosopher says.) “the human male and female 
are united not only for generation, as with other 
animals, but also for the purpose of domestic 
life, in which each has his or her particular duty, 
and in which the man is the head of the woman.” 
Therefore it was suilable for the woman to be 
made out of man,as out of her principle. Fourth- 
ly, there is a sacramental reason for this. For by 
this is signified that the Church takes her origin 
from Christ. Therefore the Apostle says (Eph. 
5.32): This is a great sacrament ; but I speak in 
Christ and in the Church. 

Reply Obj. 1 is clear from the foregoing. 
Reply Obj. 2. Matter is that from which 
something is made. Now created nature has a 


‘hings were first 
the woman to 
the female to 

ls. First, in or- 
‘ertain dignity, 
e of the whole 
Beness to God, 


determinate principle; and since it is determined. 


to one thing, it has also a determinate mode of 
proceeding. Therefore from dé! erminate matter 
it produces something in a determinate species. 
On the other hand, the Divine Power, being in- 
finite, can produce things of the same species 
out of any matter, such as a man from the slime 
of the earth, and a woman from a man. 
1 Ethics, Vil, 12 (1162"19). 
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Reply Obj. 3. A certain affnity arises from 
natural generation, and this in.gpup 
matrimony, Woman, hegist 3 
duced from man by ngtural generation, but by 
the Divine Powgr alone. Hence Eve is not called 

ae Adam; and so this argument 


RTICLE 3. Whether the Woman Was Fittingly 
Made from the Rib of Man? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the woman should not have 
been formed from the rib of man. 

Objection 1. For the rib was much smaller 
than the woman’s body. Now from a smaller 
thing a larger thing can only be made either by 
addition (and then the woman ought to have 
been described as made out of that which was 
added, rather than out of the rib itself), or by 
rarefaction, because, as Augustine says (Gen. 
ad lit. x):? “A body cannot increase in bulk ex- 
cept by rarefaction.” But the woman's body 
is not more rarefied than man’s—at least, 
not in the proportion of a rib to Eve's body. 
Therefore Eve was not formed from a rib of 
Adam. 

Obj. 2. Further, in those things which were 
first created there was nothing superfluous. 
Therefore a rib of Adam belonged to the in- 
tegrity of his body. So, if a rib was removed, his 
body remained imperfect, which is unreasonable 
to suppose. 

Obj). 3. Further, a rib cannot be removed from 
man without pain, Put there was no pain before 
sin. Therefore it was not right for a rib to be 
taken from the man, that Eve might be made 
from it. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 22): 
God built the rib, which He took from Adam, 
into a woman. 

Z answer that, It was right for the woman to 
be made from a rib of isan. First, to signify the 
social union of man and woman, for the woman 
should neither use authority over man, and so 
she was not made from his head; nor was it 
right for her to be subject to man’s contempt 
as his slave, and so she was not made from his 
feet. Secondly, for the sacramental significa- 
tion; for from the side of Christ sleeping on the 
Cross the Sacraments flowed—namely, blood 
and water—on which the Church was estab- 
lished. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some say that the woman’s 
body was formed by a material increase, with- 
out anything being added, in the same way as 

Chap. 26 (PL 34, 428). 
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our Lord multiplied the:five loaves.’ But this is 
quite impossible, For such an increase of matter 


change of the very sub- 
stance of matter itsei.faar by a change of its di- 


mensions, Not by change of.the substance of the 
matter, both because matter, idered in it- 
self, is altogether unchangeable, sincsyjt has a 
potential existence, and has nothing buc ~ 


character of being a subject, and because mulus™ 


plication and size are extraneous to the essence 
of matter itself. Therefore multiplication of 
matter is quite unintelligible, as long as the mat- 
ter itself remains the same without anything 
added to it, unless it receives greater dimen- 
sions. This implies rarefaction, which is for the 
same matter to recelve greater dimensions, as 
the Philosopher says.? To say, therefore, that 
matter is multiplied, without being rarefied. is 
to combine contradictories--namely, the defini- 
tion with the absence of the thing defined. 

Therefore, as no rarefaction is apparent in 
such multiplication of mattcr, we must admit 
an addition of matter, either by creation or, 
which is more probable, by conversion. Hence 
Augustine says (T7'ract. xxiv, in Joan.)? that 
“Christ filled five thousand men with five 
loaves in the same way as from a few seeds He 
produces the harvest of corn’”—that is, by con- 
version of the nourishment. Nevertheless. we say 
that the crowds were fed with five loaves, or 
that woman was made from the rib, because an 
addition was made to the already existing mat- 
ter of the loaves and of the rib. 

Reply Obj. 2. The rib belonged to the integral 
perfection of Adam, not as an individual, but as 
the principle of the human race; just as the se- 
men belongs to the perfection of the begetter, 
and is released by a natural and pleasurable 
operation. Much more, therefore, was it possible 
that by the Divine power the body of the woman 
should be produced from the man’s rib without 
pain. 

From this it is clear how to answer the third 
objection. 


Article 4. Whether the Woman Was Formed 
Immediately by God? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the woman was not formed m- 
mediately by God. 

Objection 1. For no individual is produced 
immediately by God from another individual 


1 TYugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., I, V1, 36 (PL 176, 284); 
Peter Lombard, Sent., a, d. 18, chap. 4 (QR 1, 389). 

2 Physics, 1v, 9 (217"25). 

* PL 35, 1593- 
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alike in species. But the woman was made from 
a man who is of the same species. Therefore she 
was nat made immediately by God. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. iii, 4)! 
says that corporeal things are governed by God 
through the angels. But the woman’s body was 
formed from corporeal matter. Therefore it was 
made through the ministry of the angels, and 

immediately by God. 

er, those things which pre-exist 
in creatures ds uc ausal principles are pro- 
duced by the power ature, and not 
immediately by Gog was 
produced in its cag£al principles among t 
created works, af Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
ix, 15).> There{Hre it was not produced imme- 
diately by Go: 

On the contigry, Augustine says, in the same 
work :° ‘God aypne, to Whom all nature owes its 
existence, cou @ form or build up the woman 
from the many | rib,” 

I answer thelt, As was said above (A. 2, Ans. 
2), the natural generation of every species is 
from some determinate matter. Now the matter 
from which man is naturally begotten is the hu- 
man semen of man or woman. Therefore from 
any other matter an individual of the human 
species cannot naturally be generated. Now God 
alone, the Author of nature, can produce a thing 
in being outside the ordinary course of nature. 
Thercfore Godlone could produce either a man 
from the slime’ of the earth, or a woman from 
the rib of man. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument is verified when 
an individual is begotten, by natural generation. 
from that which is lke it in the same species. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
ix, 15),” we do not know whether the angels 
were employed by God in the formation of the 
woman; but it is certain that, as the body 
of man was not formed by the angels from 
the slime of the earth, so neither was the 
body of the woman formed by them from the 
man’s rib. 

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says (ibid. 18) :8 
“The first creation of things did not demand 
that woman should be made thus; it madc it 
possible for her to be thus made.” Therefore the 
body of the woman did indeed pre-cxist in these 
causal principles, in the things first created; not 
as regards active potency, but as regards a po- 
tency ordered to the active potency of the Cre- 
ator. 


4PL 42, 873. 
*PL 34, 403. 
SPL 34, 407. 


5 PL 34, 404. 
TPL 34, 404. 
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| QUESTION XCIII 
THE END OR TERM OF THE PRODUCTION 
OF MAN 
(In Nine Articles) 


WE now treat of the end or term of man’s pro- 
duction, according as he is said to be made to 


the image and likeness of God. There are u a 


- Ld 

ether the 
onal creatures? (3) 
) ws in the angels more 
Pman? (4) Whether te image of God is 
in every man? (5) Whether tit 
in man by comparison with the® 
all the Divine Persons, or wit§ one of them? 
(6) Whether the image of God in man, as to 
his mind only? (7) Whether the mage of God is 
in man’s power or in his habitd,and acts? ( 8) 
Whether the image of God is inn IB in by compari- 
son with every object? (g) Of tk difference be- 
tween image and likeness. 


this head nine points of ng 


he 


Modes of God j 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Image of God 
Is in Man? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that the image of God is not in man. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Isa. 40. 18): 
To whom have you kikened Godéfor what imuge 
will you make for Him? 

Obj 2. Further, to be the image of God 1s the 
property of the First-Begotten, of Whom the 
Apostle says (Col. 1.15): Who ts the image of 
the invisible God, the First-Born of every crea- 
ture. Therefore the image of God is not to be 
found in man. 

Obj. 3. Further, Hilary says (De Synod.)' 
that ‘‘an image is of the same species as that 
which it represents”; and he also says” that “an 
image is the undivided and united hkeness of 
one thing adequately representing another.” But 
there is no species common to both God and 
nan, nor can there be an equality between God 
and man. Therefore there can be no image of 
God in man. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 26): 


Let Us make man to Our own image and likes 


ness. 

1 answer that, As Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII, 
gu. 74) 3 “Where an image ex.+is, there immedi- 
ately is likeness; but where there is likeness, 
there is not necessarily an image.” Hence it is 

1PL 10, 490. 


2 De Synod., (PL 10, 490). 
8 PL 40, 85. 
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clear that likeness pertains to the notion of 
image, and that an image adds something to the 
notion of likeness—nam a 
from something else. po image is called so 
because it is prodyecd as an imitation of some- 
thing else; for instance, an egg. however ° 
much |iind equal to another egg, is not called 
age; for, as Augustine says (ibid.): 
pied from it. 

But equality does not belong to the notion of 
an image; for, as Augustine says (ibid.): 
“‘Where there is an image there is not necessarily 
equality,” as we see in a person’s image reflected 
in a glass. Yet this pertains to the notion of a 
perfect image, for in a perfect image nothing is 
wanting that is to be found in that of which it is 
a copy. Now it is manifest that in man there 
is some likeness to God, copied from God as 
from an exemplar. Yet this likeness is not one 
of equality, for such an exemplar infinitely 
excels its copy. Therefore there is in man a 
likeness to God; not, indeed, a perfect likeness, 
but imperfect. And Scripture implies the same 
when it says that man was made “to” God’s 
likeness, for the preposition ‘to’ signifies 
a certain approach, as of something at a dis- 
tance. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Prophet speaks of bodily 
images made by man. Therefore he says point- 
edly: What image will you make tor Him? 
But God made a spiritual image to Himself in 
man, 

Reply Obj. 2. The First-Born of creatures is 
the perfect Image of God, reflecting perfectly 
that of which He is the Image, and so He is said 
to be the Image, and never to the Image But 
man is said to be both image by reason of the 
likeness, and to the image by reason of the im- 
perfect likeness. And since the perfect likeness 
to God cannot be except in identity of nature, 
the Image of God exists in His first-born Son; 
as the image of the kinz is in his son, who is of 
the same nature as himself; but it exists in man 
as in an alien nature, as the image of the king is 
in a silver coin, as Augustine explains in De 
decem Chordis (Serm. ix).4 

Reply Obj. 3. As unity means absence of divi- 
sion, a species is said to be the same in so far as 
it is one. Now a thing is said to be one not only 
numerically, specifically, or generically, but also 
according to a certain analogy or proportion. In 
this sense a creature is one with God, or like to 
Him; but when Hilary says “of a thing which 
adequately represents another,” this pertains ta 
the notion of a perfect image. 

4Chap. 8 (PL 38, 82). 
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FIRST. PART Q. 93. ART. 3 


he Image of God Is 

ional Creatures? 

aw Second Article: It 
Bod is to be found 


Articie 2. Whether t 
WOM dept ee x 
We proceed thus to 
would seem that the image o 
in irrational creatures. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Pa 
ii):! “Effects are contingent images of 


om 


al, but also of irrational creatures. Therefore 
the image of God is to be found in irrational 
creatures. 

Obj. 2. Further, the more distinct a likeness 
is, the nearer it approaches to the nature of an 
image. But Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)? that 
the solar ray has a very great likeness to the 
Divine goodness. Therefore it is made to the 
image of God. 

Obj 3 Further, the more perfect anything is 
in goodness, the more it is like God. But the 
whole universe is more perfect in goodness than 
man; for though each individual thing is good, 
all things together are called very good (Gen. 1. 
31). Therefore the whole universe is to the 
image of God. and not only man, 

Obj 4 Further, Boéthius (De Consol. iii, 9)3 
says of God: “Holding the world in His mind, 
and forming it into His image.” Therefore the 
whole world is to the image of God, and not only 
the rational creature. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
vi, 12) :4 “Man's excellence consists in the fact 
that God made him to His own image by giving 
him an intellectual mind, which raises him above 
the beasts of the field.” Therefore things with- 
out intellect are not made to God’s image. 

I answer that, Not every likeness, not even 
what is copied from something else, is sufficient 
to make an image; for if the likeness be only 
generic, or existing by virtue of some common 
accident, this does not suffice for one thing to be 
the image of another. For instance, a worm. 
though it may originate from man, cannot be 
called man’s image merely because of the gen- 
eric likeness. Nor, if anything is made white Jike 
something else, can we say that it is therefore 
the image of that thing; for whiteness is an acci- 
dent common to many species. But the notion of 
an image requires likeness in species; thus the 
image of the king exists in his son, or, at least, 
in some accident proper to the species, and 
chiefly in the shape; thus, we speak of a man’s 
image in copper. And so Hilary says pointedly® 
that “an image is of the same species.” 


1 Sect. 8 (PG 3, 645). 2 Sect. 4 (PG 3, 607). 
'PL 63, 759. *PL 34, 348. §& De Synod. (PL 10, 490). 
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Now it is clear that specific likeness follows 
the ultimate difference. But some things are like 
God first and most commonly because they 
exist: secondly, because they live; and thirdly 
because they know or understand; and these 
last, as Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIIT; qu. 51), 
“approach so near to God in likeness, that 
among all creatures nothing comes nearer to 


; 4 ey Tien! t is clear, therefore, that intellectual 
causes.” But God is the cause not only of ration- acpi 


creaturewag 
God’s image. 


a 


ORL? y Name, p 
~ ae | x wenapect isa par- 
Pees /AMtAeLEN 


what falls short @# the notion of an imag 

far as it possess any sort of likeness to God. 
participates in ome degree the notion of an 
image. So Dionysius says that effects are ‘“‘con- 
tingent images §of their causes; that is, as much 
as they happen contingit) to be so, but not ab- 
solutely. 

Reply Obj. %. Dionysius compares the solar 
ray to Divine Qoodness as regards its causality, 
not as regards#ts natural dignity which is re- 
quired in the notion of an image. 

Reply Obj. 3. The universe is more perfect in 
goodness than the intellectual creature as re- 
gards extension and diffusion; but intensively 
and collectively the likeness to the Divine good- 
ness is found rather in the intellectual creature, 
which is capable of the highest good. Or else 
we may say that a part is not rightly divided 
against the whole, but only against another part. 
Therefore, when we say that the intellectual 
nature alone is to the image of God, we do not 
mean that the universe in any part is not to 
God's image, but that the other parts are ex- 
cluded. 

Reply Obj. 4. Boéthius here uses the word 
image to express the likeness which the product 
of an art bears to the species of the art in the 
mind of the artist. Thus every creature is an 
image of its exemplary type in the Divine mind. 
We are not, however, using the word image in 
this sense; but as it implies a likeness in nature, 
that 1s, inasmuch as all things, as being. are like 
the First Being. as living, like to the First Life, 
and as intelligent, like to the Supreme Wisdom 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Angels Are More to the 
Image of God Than Man Is? 

We procecd thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels are not more to the 
image of God than man is. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says in a sermon 
de Imagine’ that God granted to no other crea- 


®PL 40, 32. 7? Sermo ad Popul., xt, 2 (PL 38, 255). 
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Reply 05). 3. This argument would be true 
if the image of God in man represented God in 
a perfect manner. But, as Augustine says (De 
Trin. xv) »' there is a great difference between 
the trinity within ourselves and the Divine 
Trinity. Therefore, as he there Says?: “We see 
areal than believe, the trinity which is in our- 
< tei we believe rather than see that God 
Reply Obj. 4. Some have aid 


there is an image of tb- -‘t!! 
nN Toate 


zmage of God He created him ; male and female 
the distinction of male 
of God is also in the @sore like to God than the 
Wing to the genus of intel- 
Jsecause as Augustine had said 
y.y, “things which have knowledge are 
y.car to Him in likeness that of all creatures 
one are nearer.” Therefore this does not mean 
that the angels are not more to God’s image. 
Reply Obj. 3. When we say that “substance 


4 


rejects this opini—- ~ 
deets Us opty: ee 


we ' GO f op 


aw 


’ wit ea Ze § 

fire. But the intellectual nat\re does not admit 
of intensity or lessening. for, is not an acci- 
dental thing, since it is a subs\ ince. Therefore 
the angels are not more to thc image of God 
than man. P 

On the contrary, Gregory \ays (Hom. in 
Evang. xxxiv):? “The angel i§ called a ‘seal 
of resemblance’ (Ezech. 28. 12) pecause in him 
the resemblance of the Divine ir .age is wrought 
with greater expression.” 

I answer that, We may speak of God’s image 
in two ways. First, we may consider in it that 
in which the notion of image chiefly consists, 
that is, the intellectual nature. Thus the image 
of God is more in the angels than in man, be- 
cause their intellectual nature is more perfect, 
as is clear from what has been said (q. LVIII, A. 
3; Q. LXXIX, A. 8). Secondly, we may consider 
the image of God in man as regards that in 
which its notion secondarily consists, according 
as there is found in man a certain imitation of 
God, consisting in the fact that man proceeds 
from man, as God from God; and also in the 
fact that the whole human soul is in the whole 
body, and again, in every part, as God js in re- 
gard to the whole world. In these and the like 
things the image of God is more perfect in man 
than it is in the angels. But these do not of 
themselves belong to the notion of the Divine 
image in man, unless we presuppose the first 
imitation, which is in the intellectual nature: 
otherwise even brute animals would be to God’s 
image. Therefore, as in their intellectual nature, 
the angels are more to the image of God than 
man is, we must grant that, absolutely speaking, 
the angels are more to the image of God than 
man is, but that man is re'atively more like to 
God. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine excludes the inferior 
creatures bereft of reason from the image of 
God; but not the angels. 


IPL 40, 33. 
2 PL 70, 1250. 


does not admit of more or less,’* we do not 
mean that one species of substance 1s not more 
perfect than another, but that one and the same 
individual does not participate in its specific 
nature at one time more than at another; nor 
do we mean that a species of substance is shared 
among different individuals in a greater or lesser 
degree. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Image of God Is 
Found in Every Man? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the image of God 1s not found 
in every man. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says that man ts 
the image of God, but woman is the tmage 
(Vulg.. glory) of man (I Cor. 11. 7). There- 
fore, as woman is an individual of the human 
species, it is clear that every individual is not 
an image of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. &. 
29): Whom God foreknew, He also predesti- 
nated to be made conformable to the image of 
His San, But all men are not predestined. 
Therefore all men have not the conformity of 
image. , 

Obj. 3. Further, likeness belongs to the no- 
tion of image, as above explained (a. 1). But 
by sin man becomes unlike God. Therefore he 
lases the image of God. 

On the contrary, i! is written (Ps. 38. 7): 
Surely man passeth as an wmage. 

I answer that, Since man is said to be the 
image of God by reason of his intellectual na- 
ture, he is the most perfectly like God accord- 
ing to that in which he can best imitate God in 
his intellectual nature. Now the intellectual na- 
ture imitates God chiefly in this, that God un- 
derstands and loves Himself. And so we see that 
the image of God is In man in three ways. First, 
because man possesses a natural aptitude for 
understanding and loving God; and this apti- 
tude consists in the very nature of the mind, 


3 Aristotle, Categories, 5 (3°33); cf. Botthius, In Cat. 
Arisi., 1 (PL 64, 197). 
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) hb does not suffer any natural deterioration by 
patra | ene so pe pe did he through the sep- 


cause man knows and loves. 
this image consists in the M™ 


~ tenance, O Lord, is signed upon us (Ps. "We. 
the gloss distinguishes a threefold image, * 
creation, of re-creation, and of likeness.! The 
first is found i in all men, the second only in the 
just, the third only in the blessed. 


Reply Obj. 1. The image of God, in its prin- 


cipal signification, namely the intellectual na- 
ture, is found both in man and in women. Hence 
after the words, To the image of God He 
created him, it is added, Male and female He 
created them (Gen. 1. 27). Moreover it is said 
“them,” in ‘the plural, as Augustine (Gen. ad 
lit. iii, 22)? remarks, lest it should be thought 
that both sexes were united in one individual. 
But in a secondary sense the image of God Is 
found in man, and not in woman, for man is the 
beginning and end of woman, just as God is 
the beginning and end of every creature. So 
when the Apostle had said that man ts the image 
and glory of God, but woman is the glory of 
man, he adds his reason for saying this: For 
man is not of woman, but woman of man; and 
man was not created for woman, but woman 
for man. 

Reply Objs. 2 and 3. These reasons refer to 
the image which consists in the conformity of 
grace and glory. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Image of God Is in 
Man According to the Trinity of Persons? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the image of God is not in 
man as to the Trinity of Persons. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Fulgentius, 
De Fide ad Petrum, i) 33 “Qne in essence is the 
Godhead of the Holy Trinity; and one is the 
image to which man was made.” And Hilary 
(De Trin. v)* says: “Man is made to the 
image of that which is common in the Trinity.” 
Therefore the image of God in man is of 
the Divine Essence, and not of the Trinity of 
Persons. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is said (De Eccl. Dog- 
mat.)® that the image of God in man is to be 
referred to “eternity.” Damascene also says 

1 Glossa ordin. (u1, 92A); Gloss of Peter Lombard (PL 
113, 88). 

7 PL 34, 204. 

{PL ro, 134. 

5 Gennadius, chap. 88 (PL 58, 1000), 


2 PL 65, 674. 
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as the Philosopher says? is the vegetative soul, 
the operations of which are the use of food, gen- 
eration, and growth. Therefore such operations 
befitted man in the state of* innocence. But in 
the final state, after the resurrection, the soul 
will, to a certain extent, communicate to the 
body what properly belongs to itself as a spirit: 

_ Immortality to everyone; to the good, whose 


weason, it follows that by his nat- 
ye man could know the Trinity 
Persons; which is untrue, as was 


to the Son; for Augustine says (De Trin, vi, 2)8 
that “the Son alone is the image of the Father.” 
Therefore, if in man there were an image of 
God as regards the Person, this would not be 
an image of the Trinity, but only of the Son. 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv) :° 
The plurality of the Divine Persons is shown 
from the fact that man is said to have been 
made to the image of God. 

I answer that, as we have seen (Q. XL, A. 2), 
the distinction of the Divine Persons is only ac- 
cording to origin, or, rather, relations of origin. 
Now the mode of origin is not the same in all 
things, but in each thing is adapted to the na- 
ture of that thing, animated things being pro- 
duced in one way, and inanimate in another, 
animals in one way, and plants in another. And 
so it is manifest that the distinction of the 
Divine Persons is suitable to the Divine Na- 
ture; and therefore to be to the image of God 
by imitation of the Divine Nature does not ex- 
clude being to the same image by the represen- 
tation of the Divine Persons, but rather one 
follows from the other. We must, therefore, say 
that in man there exists the image of God, both 
as regards the Divine Nature and as regards 
the Trinity of Persons; for also in God Himself 
there is one Nature in Three Persons. 

Thus it is clear how to solve the first two ob- 


jections. 

© PG 94, 970. 7PG 44, 184. 
SPL 42, 925. 
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own species, for an effect does not exceed its 
cause. But the tree of life was corruptible; 
otherwise it could not be taken as food, since 
food is changed into the substance of the thing 
nourished as we have said (A. 3, Ans. 2). There- 
fore the tree of life could not give incorrupti- 
bility or immortality. 

Obj. 2. Further, effects caused by the powers 
of plants and other natural agencies are natural. 
If therefore the tree of life caused 1 im 
this would have been natur 


ood, became immortal, which the 
osopher ridicules.! 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 3. 22): 
Lest perhaps he put forth hts hand, and take of 
the tree of life, and cat, and live for ever, Fur- 
ther Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et Nov. Test., qu. 
19) :* “A taste of the tree of life warded off cor- 
ruplion of the body; and even after sin man 
would have remained immortal, had he been al- 
lowed to eat of the tree of life.” 

I answer that, The tree of life in a certain 
way was the cause of immortality, but not ab- 
solutely. To understand this, we must observe 
that in the primitive state man possessed, for 
the preservation of life, two remedics, against 
two defects. One of these defects was the loss of 
moisture by the action of natural heat, which 
acts as the soul’s instrument. As a remedy 
against such loss man was provided with food 
taken from the other trees of paradise, as now 
we are provided with the food which we take for 
the same purpose. The sccond defect, as the 
Philosopher says.3 arises from the fact that the 
humour which is caused from extraneous 
sources, when added to the humour already ex- 
isting, lessens the specific active power; as water 
added to wine takes at first the taste of wine, 
then, as more water is added, the strength of the 
wine is diminished, till the wine becomes watery. 
In like manner, we may observe that at first the 
active force of the species is so strong that it is 
able to transform so much of the food as is re- 
quired to replace the lost tissuc, as well as what 
suffices for growth; later on, however, the as- 


similated food does not suffice for growth, but, 
only replaces what is lost Last of all, in old age,- 


it does no: suffice even for this purpose, where- 
upon the body declines, and ‘nally breaks up. 
Against this defect man was provided with a 
remedy in the tree of life, for its effect was to 


1 Metaphysics, W1, 4 (1000"12). 
2 Ambrosiaster (PL 35, 2227). 
3 Generation and Corruption, 1, § (322°28). 
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strengthen the force of the species against the 
weakness resulting from the admixture of ex- 
traneous nutriment. Therefguys saul 


‘ Se age’: ain ‘The tree of life, 
, warded off all bodily corrup- 


Yet it did not absolutely cause immortality. 


‘ For neither was the soul’s intrinsic power of pre- 


serving the body duc to the tree of life. nor was 
it able to give the body a disposition to immor- 
tality, by which it might become indissoluble; 
which is clear from the fact that every bodily 
power is finite, so that the power of the tree of 
life could not go so far as to give the body the 
power of living for an infinite time, but only for 
a definite time. For it is clear that the greater a 
force is, the more durable is its effect. Therefore, 
since the power of the tree of hfe was finite, 
man’s life was to be preserved for a definite time 
by partaking of it once; and when that time had 
elapsed, man was to be either transferred to a 
spiritual life, or had need to eat once more of 
the tree of life. 

From this the replies to the objections clearly 
appear. For the first proves that the tree of life 
did not absolutely cause immortality. while the 
others show that it caused incorruption by ward- 
ing off corruption, according to the explanation 
above given. 


QUESTION XCVTIT 
OF TUE PRESERVATION OF THE SPECIES 
(In Two Articles) 


WE next consider what belongs to the preserva- 
tion of the species; and, first, of generation; sec- 


‘ondly, of the state of the offspring (Q. xC1x). 


Under the first head there are two points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether in the state of innocence 
there would have been generation? (2) Whether 
generation would have been thrceugh coition? 


ArTICLE 1. Whether in the State of Jnnocence 
Generation Existed? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem there would have been no genera- 
tion in the state of innocence. 

Objection 1. For, as stated in the Physics, 
“corruption is contrary to generation.” But con- 
traries affect the same subject. And there would 
have been no corruption in the state of mno- 


‘City of God, x1v, 26 (PL 41, 434). 
5 Ambrosiaster, 09. Vet. ef Nov. Test., 
2228). 6 Aristotle, v, 5 (22912). 
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cence. Therefore neither would there have been 
generation. 

_ bj. 2ea%uether, the object of generation is 
the preservation in ecies of that which 
cannot be preserved t the individual. 
Therefore there is no gener in those indi- 
vidual things which last for evéY¥. Wut in the 
state of innocence man would have lived for 
ever. Therefore in the state of innocence there 
would have been no generation. 

Obj. 3. Further, by generation man is multi- 
plied. But the multiplication of masters requires 
the division of property, to avoid confusion of 
mastership, Therefore, since man was made 
master of the animals. it would have beén nec- 
essary to make a division of overlordship when 
the human race increased by generation. This 1s 
against the natural law, according to which all 
things are in common, as Isidore says (Etym. v, 
4).1 Therefore there would have been no genera- 
tion in the state of innocence. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 1. 28): 
Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. But 

' this increase could not come about save by gen- 
eration, since the original number of mankind 

was two only. Therefore there would have been 
generation in the state of innocence. 

I answer that, In the state of innocence there 
would have heen generation of offspring for the 
multiplication of the human race; otherwise 
man’s sin would have been very necessary, in 
order that such a great blessing be its résult. We 
must, therefore, observe that man, by his na- 
ture, is established as it were midway between 
corruptible and incorruptible creatures, his soul 
being naturally incorruptible, while his body is 
naturally corruptible. We must also observe that 
nature’s purpose appears to be different as re- 
gards corruptible and incorruptible things. For 
that seems to be the direct purpose of nature, 
which is invariable and perpetual, while what is 
only for a time is seemingly not the chief pur- 
pose of nature, but, as it were, subordinate to 
something else; otherwise, when it ceased to ex- 
ist. nature’s purpose would become void. 

Therefore, since in things corruptible none is 
everlasting and permanent except the species, it 
follows that the chief purpose of nature is the 
good of the species, for the preservation of 
which natural generation is ordained. On the 
other hand, incorruptible substances survive not 
only in the species, but also in the individual; 
and so even the individuals are included in the 
chief purpose of nature. 

Hence it pertains to man to beget offspring, 

1 PL 82, 199. 
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on the part of the naturally corruptible body. 
But on the part of the soul, which is incorrup- 
tible, it is fitting that the multitude of individu- 
als should be the direct purpose of nature, or 
rather of the Author of nature, Who alone is the 
Creator of the human soul. Therefore, to pro- 
vide for the multiplication of the human race, 
He established the begetting of offspring even in 


>, the state of innocence. 


SSS Ob i, 1. In the state of innocence the 
human bod¥ in itself corruptible, but it 


could be preserved fro aption by the soul. 
Therefore, since generation™& ato things 
corruptible, man was not to be deprive 


Reply Obj 2. Although generation in the state 
of innocence might not have been required for 
the preservation of the species, yet it would 
have been required for the multiplication of the 
individual. 

Reply Obj. 3. In our present state a division 
of possessions is necessary on account of the 
multiplicity of masters, since community of pos- 
session is a source of strife, as the Philosopher 
says.” In the state of innocence, however, the 
will of men would have been so ordered that 
without any danger of strife they would have 
used in common, according to each one’s need, 
those things of which they were masters—a 
state of things to be observed even now among 
many good men. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether in the State of Innocence 
There Would Have Been Generation by 
Coition? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that generation by coition would 
not have existed in the state of innocence. 

Objection 1. For, as Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. ii, 11), the first man in the terrestrial 
Paradise was “like an angel.” But in the future 
state of the resurrection, when men will be like 
to the angels, they shall neither marry nor be 
married, as it is written Matt. 22. 30. Therefore 
neither in Paradise would there have been gen- 
cration by coition. 

Ob). 2. Further, our first parents were created 
at the age of perfect development. Therefore, if 
generation by coition had existed before sin, 
they would have had intercourse while still in 
Paradise, which was not the case according to 
Scripture (Gen. 4. 1). 

Obj. 3. Further, in carnal intercourse, more 
than at any other time, man becomes like the 
beasts, on account of the vehement delight 
which he takes therein; and so continency, by 

2 Polttics, U, 5 (1263°21). PG 94, g10, 
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which man refrains from such pleasures, is 
praiseworthy. But man is compared to beasts by 
reason of sin, according to Psalm 48. 13: Man, 
when he was in honour, did not understand ; he 
is compared to senseless beasts, and is become 
like to them. Therefore, before sin, there would 
have been no such intercourse of man and 
woman, 

Obj. 4. Further, in the state of innocence 
there would have been no corru on gle 
ginal integrity 1s corrupt intercourse. 
Therefore there gemma been no such thing 
in the st f cence. 


€ contrary, God made man and woman 

fore sin (Gen. 1. 2.). But nothing is void in 

God’s works, Therefore, even if man had not 

sinned, there would have been such intercourse, 
to which the distinction of sex is ordained. 

Moreover, we are told that woman was made 
to be a help to man (Gen. 2. 18, 20). But she 
was not fitted to help man except in generation, 
because another man would have proved a more 
effective help in anything else. Therefore there 
would have been such generation also in the 
state of innocence. 

I answer that, Some of the earlier doctors! 
considering the nature of concupiscence as re- 
gards gencration in our present state, concluded 
that in the state of innocence generation would 
not have been effected in the same way. Thus 
Gregory of Nyssa says (Qe Hom Opif. xvii)? 
that in Paradise the human race would have 
been multiplied by some other means, just as the 
angels were muluplied without coition by the 
operation of the Divine Power, He adds that 
God made man male and female before sin be- 
cause He foreknew the mode of generation 
which would take place after sin, which He fore- 
saw. 

But this is unreasonable. For what is natural 
to man was neither acquired nor forfeited by 
sin. Now it is clear that generation by coition 
is natural to man by reason of his animal life, 
which he possessed even before sin, as above ex- 
plained (a. xcvII, A. 3), just as it is natural to 
other perfect animals, as the corporeal memhers 
make it clear. So we catnot allow that these 
members would not have had a natural use, as 
other members had, before sin. 

Thus, as regards generation by coition, there 
are, in the present state of li’--, two things to be 
considered. One, which comes from nature, is 


1John Chrysostom, J Genesim, xvi (PG 53, 126); 
xvur (PG 53, 153); John Damascene, De Fide Ortho., U, 
30 (PG 94, 976), Iv, 24 (PG y4, 1208). 
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the union of man and woman; for in every act 
of generation there is an active and a passive 
principle. Therefore, since wherever there is 

tinction of sex, the a rinciple is male and 
the passive is fe , the order of nature de- 
mands that ye purpose of generation there 
should ncurrence of male and female. The 
second thing to be observed is a certain deform- 


«@ity of excessive concupiscence, which in the 


state of innocence would not have existed, when 
the lower powers were entirely subject to rea- 
son. Therefore Augustine says.® “We must be 
far from supposing that offspring could not be 
begotten without concupiscence. All the bodily 
members would have been equally moved by the 
will, without ardent or wanton incentive, with 
calmness of soul and body.” 

Reply Obj. 1. In Paradise man would have 
been like an angel in his spirituality of mind, yet 
with an animal life in his body. After the resur- 
rection man will be like an angel, spiritualized 
in soul and body And so there is no parallel. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
ix, 4).4 our first parents did not come together 
in Paradise, because on account of sin they were 
ejected from Paradise shortly after the creation 
of the woman; or because, having received the 
general Divine command relative to generation, 
they awaited the special command relative to 
the time. 

Reply Obj. 3. Beasts are without reason. In 
this way man becomes, as it were, like them in 
coilion, because he cannot moderate concupis- 
cence In the state of innocence nothing of this 
kind would have happened that was not regu- 
lated by reason, not because delight of sense was 
less, as some say® (rather indeed would sensible 
delight have been the greater in proportion to 
the greater purity of nature and the greater sen- 
sibility of the body), but because the force of 
concupiscence would not have so inordinately 
thrown itself into such rleasure, being curbed by 
reason, whose place it is not to lessen sensual 
pleasure, but to prevent the force of concupis- 
cence from cleaving to it immoderately. By ‘“‘im- 
modcrately” J mean going beyond the bounds of 
reason, just as a sober person does not take less 
pleasure in food taken in moderation than the 
glutton, but his concupiscence lingers less in 
such pleasures. This is what Augustine means by 
the words quoted. which do not exclude inten- 
sity of pleasure from the state of innocence, but 


3 City of God, xiv, 26 (PL 41, 434). ‘PL 34, 305. 
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the ardour of desire and restlessness of the soul. 
Therefore continence would not have been 
__ piseworthy in the state of innocence, whereas 
it is praiseworthy in esent state, not be- 
cause it removes fecundi 
cludes disordered desire. In th 
would have been without lust. 
Reply Obj. 4. As Augustine says,’ In that 
state intercourse would have been without pre- 
judice to virginal integrity ; thus would have re- 
mained intact, as it does in the menses. And just 
as in giving birth the mother was then relieved 
not by groans of pain, but by the instigations of 
maturity, so in conceiving, the union was one 
not of lustful desire, but of deliberute action. 


QUESTION XCIX 
OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING 
AS TO THE BODY 
(1 Two Articles) 


WE must now consider the condition of the off- 
spring—first, as regards the body; secondly, as 
regards justice (q. c1); thirdly, in knowledge 
(Q. c). Under the first head there are two points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether in the state of inno- 
cence children would have had full powers of 
the body immediately after birthr (2) Whether 
all infants would have been of the male sex? 


ARTICLE 1, Whether in the State of Innocence 
Children Would Have Had Perfect Strength 
of Body As To the Use of Its AMfembers 
Immedtately after Birth? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that in the state of innocence chil- 
dren would have had perfect strength of the 
body, as to the use of its members, immediately 
after birth. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Pecc. 
Merit et Remiss, i, 38) :? “This weakness of the 
body befits their weakness of mind.” But in the 
state of innocence there would have been no 
weakness of mind. Therefore neither would 
there have been weakness of body in infants. 

Obj. 2. Further, some animals at birth have 
sufficient strength to use their members. But 
man is nobler than other animals. Therefore 
much morc is it natural to man to have strength 
to use his members at birth. And thus it appears 
to be a punishment of sin that he has not that 
strength. 

Obj. 3. Further, inability to secure a proffered 
pleasure causes affliction. But if children had 


1 City of God, Xv, 26 (PL 41, 434). 
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not full strength in the use of their limbs, they 
would often have been unable to procure some- 
thing pleasurable offered to them. And so they 
would have been afflicted, which was not pos- 
sible before sin. Therefore,-in the state of inno- 
cence, children would not have been deprived of 
the use of their limbs. 

Obj. 4. Further, the weakness of old age seems 


.{o correspond to that of infancy. But in the state 


of infw.ace there would have been no weakness 
of old age. Th neither would there have 


been such weakness in in 
On the contrary, Everythi Peas 
imperfect. But in the state of Innocence ¢ Tae 
would have been begotten by generation. There- 
fore from the first they would have been imper- 
fect in bodily size and power. 

I answer that, By faith alone do we hold 
truths which are above nature, and what we be- 
lieve rests on authority. Therefore, in making 
any assertion, we must be guided by the nature 
of things, except in those things which are above 
nature, and are made known to us by Divine 
authority. Now it is clear that it is as natural as 
it is befitting to the principles of human nature 
that children should not have sufficient strength 
for the use of their limbs immediately after 
birth. Because in proportion to other animals 
man has naturally a larger brain. Therefore it is 
natural, on account of the considerable moisture 
of the brain in children that the nerves which 
are instruments of movement should not be apt 
for moving the limbs. On the other hand, no 
Catholic doubts it possible for a child to have, 
by Divine power, the use of its limbs immedi- 
ately after birth. 

Now we have it on the authority of Scripture 
that God made man rieht (Eccles. 7. 30), which 
rightness, as Augustine says,’ consists in the per- 
fect subjection of the body to the soul. As, 
therefore, in the primitive state it was impos- 
sible to find in the human limbs anything con- 
trary to man’s well-ordered will, so was it im- 
possible for those limbs to fail in executing the 
will’s commands. Now the human will is well 
ordered when it tends to acts which are befitting 
to man. But the same acts are not befitting to 
man at every season of life. We must, therefore, 
conclude that children would not have had suff- 
cient strength for the use of their limbs for the 
purpose of performing every kind of act, but 
only for the acts befitting the state of infancy, 
such as suckling, and the like. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of the 

3 City of God, x1, 13 (PL 41, 386); cf. also De Pece. 
Remiss. et Bapt. Parv., 1, 16 (PL 44, 120). 
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weakness which we observe in children even as 
regards those acts which befit the state of in- 
fancy, as is clear from his preceding remark that 
“even when close to the breast, and longing for 
it, they are more apt to cry than to suckle.”’ 
Reply Obj, 2. The fact that some animals 
have the use of their limbs immediately after 
birth, is due not to their superiority, since more 
perfect animals are not so endowed, but to the 


dryness of the brain and to the "i amt oh 


er to such animals being 1 ect, so that a 
small amount of th suffices them. 

Reply Ob}. it from what we have said 

ive, We may add that they would have de- 
sired nothing except with an ordered will, and 
only what was befitting to their state of life. 

Reply Obj. 4. In the state of innocence man 
would have heen born, yet not subject to cor- 
ruption. Therefore in that state there could have 
been certain infantile defects which result from 
birth, but not senile defects leading to corrup- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether, in the Primitive State, 
Women Would Have Been Born? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that in the primitive state woman 
would not have been born. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
“woman is a misbegotten male,” as though she 
were a product outside the purpose of nature. 
But in that state nothing would have heen un- 
natural in human generation. Thercfore in that 
state women would not have been born. 

Obj. 2 Further, every agent produccs its like, 
unless prevented by insufficient power or the im- 
proper disposition of matter; thus a small fire 
cannot burn green wood. But in generation the 
active force is in the male. Since, therefore, in 
the state of innocence man’s active force was 
not subject to defect, nor was there improper 
disposition of matter on the part of the woman, 
it seems that males would always have been 
born. 

Obj. 3. Further, in the state of innocence gen- 
eration is ordered to the multiplication of the 
human race. But the race would have been suffi- 
ciently multiplied by the first man and woman 
from the fact that they would have lived for 
ever. Therefore, in the state of innocence, there 
was no need for women to }se born. 

On the contrary, nature’s process In genera- 
tion would have been in harmony with the man- 
ner in which it was established by God. But God 
established male and female in human nature, as 
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it is written (Gen. 1. and 2.). Therefore also in 
the state of innocence male and female would 
have been born. 

I answer that, No 


belonging to the com- 
nature would have been 
e of innocence. And as differ- 
ent gradeS belong to the perfection of the uni- 
verse, so also diversity of sex belongs to the per- 
fection of human nature. Therefore in the state 
of innocence, both sexes would have been be- 
gotten. 

Reply Obj. 1. Woman is said to be a misbe- 
gotten male, as being a product outside the pur- 
pose of nature considered in the individual case, 
but not against the purpose of universal nature, 
as above explained (Q. XCII, A. 1, ANS. 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. The generation of woman is not 
occasioned either by a defect of the active force 
or by an improper disposition of matter, as the 
objection supposes, but sometimes by an ex- 
trinsic accidental cause; thus the Philosopher 
says,’ “The northern wind favours the genera- 
tion of males, and the southern wind that of 
females”; sometimes also by some impression in 
the soul, which may easily have some effect on 
the body. Especially was this the case in the 
state of innocence, when the body was more sub- 
ject to the soul, so that by the mere will of the 
parent the sex of the offspring might be diver- 
sified. 

Reply Obj. 3. The offspring would have been 
begotten to an animal life, as to the use of food 
and generation. Hence it was fitting that all 
should generate, and not only the first parents. 
From this it seems to follow that males and fe- 
males would have been in equal number. 


QUESTION C 
OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING 
AS REGARDS JUSTICE 
(In Two Articles) 


WE now have to consider the condition of the 
offspring as to justice. Under this head there are 
two points of inquiry: (1) Whether men would 
have been born ina state of justice? (2) Wheth- 
er they would have been born confirmed in jus- 
tice? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Men Would Have Been 
Born ina State of Justice? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that in the state of innocence men would 
not have been born in a state of justice. 

Objection 1 For Hugh of St. Victor says (De 

2 History of Animals, v1, 19 (574°1). 
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Sacram. i)' that before sin, the first man would 
have begotten children sinless, but not heirs to 
yasbeir father’s justice. 

Obj, 2. Further, justitecs effected by grace, as 
the Apostle says (Rom. 5. 1 ). Now grace is 
not transfused from one to an for thus it 
would be natural, but is infused by God alone. 
Therefore children would not have been born 
in a state of justice. 

Obj. 3. Further, justice is in the soul. But the 
soul is not transmitted from the parent There- 
fore neither would justice have been transmitted 
from parents to the children. 

On the contrary, Anselm says (De Concep. 
Virg.x):? “As long as man did not sin, he would 
have begotten children endowed with justice to- 
gether with the rational soul.” 

I answer that, Man naturally begets what is 
like himself in species. Hence whatever acci- 
dental qualitics result from the nature of the 
species must he alike in parent and child, un- 
less nature fails in its operation, which would 
not have occurred in the state of innocence. But 
individual accidents do not necessarily exist 
wike in parent and child. Now original justice, 
in which the first man was created, was an 
accident pertaining to the nature of the species, 
not as caused by the principles of the specics, 
but as a gift conferred by God on the entire 
human nature. This is clear from the fact that 
opposites are of the same genus; and original 
sin, Which is opposed to original justice, is 
culled the sin of nature. and so it is transmitted 
from the parent to the offspring. And for this 
reason also. the children would have heen like 
their parents as regards original justice. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of Hugh are to be 
understood as referring not to the habit of 
justice, but to the execution of its act 

Reply Obj. 2. Some say" that children would 
have been born not with the justice of grace. 
which is the principle of merit, but with original 
justice But since the root of original justice. 
which conferred rectitude on the first man when 
he was made, consists in the supernatural sub- 
jection of the reason to God. which subjection 
results from sanctifying grace, as above ex- 
plained (q xcv, A. 1), we must conclude that 
if children were born in original justice, they 
would also have been born in grace; thus we 
have said above that the first man was created 
in grace (ibid.). This grace, however, would not 


1y1, 24 (PL 1706, 273). 

2PL 158, 444. 

3 Alexander of Hales, Summe Theol., 1-11, n. 499 (QR 
Il, 712); n. 500 (QR uy, 774). 


5a 


have been natural, for it would not have been 
transfused by virtue of the semen, but would: 
have been conferred on man immediately on 
his receiving a rational soul. In the same way 
the rational soul, which is not transmitted by the 
parent, is infused by God as soon as the human 
body is disposed to receive it. 

From this the reply to the third objection is 
clear. 


wt a 


ARTICLE 2. Whéiseun in the State of Innocence 


Children Would Have Besg-§ Bore Con- 
firmed in Justice? ed 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: 
would seem that in the state of innocence chil- 
dren would have been born confirmed in justice. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says (Moral. iv)* 
on the words of Job 3. 13: For now J should 
have been asleep, etc.: “If no sinful corruption 
had infected our first parent, he would not have 
begotten ‘children of hell’; no children would 
have heen born of him but such as were destined 
lo he saved by the Redeemer.” Therefore all 
would have been born confirmed in justice. 

Obj. 2 Further, Anselm says (Cur Deus 
Homo i, 1&)* that if our first parents “had lived 
so as not to vield to temptation, they would 
have been confirmed in grace, so that with their 
offspring they would have been unable to sin 
any more.’ Therefore the children would have 
been born confirmed in justice. 

Obj. 3. Further, good is stronger than evil. 
But by the sin of the first man there resulted, in 
those born of him, the necessity of sin. There- 
fore, if the first man had persevered in justice, 
his descendants would have derived from him 
the necessity of preserving justice. 

Obj. 4. Further, the angels who remained 
faithful to God. while the others sinned, were 
at once confirmed in justice, so as to be unable 
henceforth to sin. In like manner, therefore, 
nian would have been confirmed in justice if he 
had persevered. But he would have begotten 
children hike himself. Therefore they also 
would have been born confirmed in justice. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,® “Happy 
would have been the whole human race if 
neither they’”—that is, our first parents—“had 
cominitted any evil to be transmitted to their 
descendants, nor any of their race had com- 
mitted any sin for which they would have been 
condemned.” From these words we gather that 
even if our first parents had not sinned, any of 
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their descendants might have done evil, and 
therefore they would not have been born con- 
firmed in justice. 

I answer that, It does not seem possible that 
in the state of innocence children would have 
been born confirmed in justice. For it is clear 
that at their birth they would not have had 
greater perfection than their parents at the time 
of begetting. Now the parents, as long as they 
begot children, would not have been confirmed 
in justice. For the rational cre#@ire is confirmed 
in justice through the Happiness given by the 
clear vision of God; and when once it has seen 

d, it cannot but cleave to Him Who is the es- 
sence of goodness, from which no one can turn 
away, since nothing is desired or loved but under 
the aspect of good. I say this according to the 
general law, for it may be otherwise in the case 
of special privilege, such as we believe was 
granted to the Virgin Mother of God. And as 
soon as Adam had attained to that happy state 
of seeing God in His Essence, he would have 
become spiritual in soul and body, and his ani- 
mal life would have ceased, in which alone there 
is generation. Hence it is clear that children 
would not have been born confirmed in justice. 

Reply Obj. 1. If Adam had not sinned, he 
would not have begotten children of hell in the 
sense that they would contract from him sin 
which is the cause of hell. Yet by sinning of 
their own free choice they could have become 
children of hell. If, however, they did not be- 
come children of hell by falling into sin. this 
would not have been owing to their being con- 
firmed in justice, but to Divine Providence pre- 
serving them free from sin. 

Reply Obj. 2. Anselm does not say this by 
way of assertion, but only as an opinion, which 
is clear from his mode of expression as follows: 
“Tt seems that if they had lived,” etc. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument is not conclu- 
sive, though Anselm seems to have been in- 
fluenced by it, as appears from his words quoted 
above. For the necessity of sin incurred by the 
descendants would not have been such that 
they could not return to justice, which is the 
case only with the damned. Therefore neither 
would the parents have transmitted to their 
descendants the necessity of not sinning, which 
is only im the blessed. 

Reply Obj. 4. There is no comparison be- 
tween man and the angels; for man’s free choice 
is changeable, both before and after choice, 
whereas the angel’s is not changeable, as we 
have said above in treating of the angels (Q. 
LXIV, A. 2). 
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QUESTION CI 
OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING 


AS gcc  <ganchama 
‘ev 


“vo Articles) 


We next Onsider the condition of the off- 
spring as to knowledge. Under this head there 
are two points of inquiry: (1) Whether in the 
state of innocence children would have been 
born with perfect knowledge? (2) Whether they 
would have had perfect use of reason at the 
moment of birth? 


ARTICLE 1, Whether in the State of Innocence 
Children Would Have Been Born with Perfect 
Knowledge? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that in the state of innocence chil- 
dren would have been born with perfect 
knowledge. 

Objection 1. For Adam would have begotten 
children like himself. But Adam was gifted with 
perfect knowledge (q. xcrv, A. 3). Therefore 
children would have been born of him with per- 
fect knowledge. 

Obj. 2. Further, ignorance is a result of sin, 
as Bede says! (cf. Part I-II, @. Lxxxv. AA. 
1, 3). But ignorance is privation of knowledge. 
Therefore before sin children would have had 
perfect knowledge as soon as they were born. 

Obj. 3. Further, children would have been 
gifted with justice from birth. But knowledge 
is required for justice, since it directs our ac- 
tions. Therefore they would also have been 
gifted with knowledge. 

On the contrary, The human soul is naturally 
‘Vike a blank tablet on which nothing is writ- 
ten.” as the Philosopher says.? But the nature 
of the soul is the same now as it would have 
been in the state of innocence. Therefore the 
souls of children would have been without 
knowledge at birth. 

I answer that, As above stated (0. xCIX, A. 
1). as regards belief in matters which are above 
nature, we rely on authority alone; and so, when 
authority is wanting, we must be guided by the 
ordinary course of nature. Now it is natural for 
man to acquire knowledge through the senses, 
as above explained (Q. LV, A. 2; Q. LXXxXIV, 
A. 7), and the soul is united to the body because 
it needs it for its proper operation. And this 
would not be so if the soul were endowed at 
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birth with knowledge not acquired through the 
sensitive powers. We must conclude then, that 


resin the state of innocence children would not 


t knowledge, but in 
have acquired 


have been born with pex 
course of time they wo 
knowledge without difficulty ¥ 
learning. 

Reply Obj. 1. The perfection of knowledge 
was an individual accident of our first parent. 
so far as he was established as the father and 
instructor of the whole human race. Therefore 
he begot children like himself, not in that re- 
spect, but only in those accidents which were 
natural or conferred freely on the whole nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. Ignorance is privation of 
knowledge due at some particular time, and this 
would not have been in children from their 
birth, for they would have possessed the 
knowledge due to them at that time. Hence, no 
ignorance would have been in them, but only 
nescience in regard to certain matters. Such 
nescience was even in the holy angels, according 
to Dionysius (Cel. Hier. vii). 

Reply Obj. 3. Children would have had suffi- 
cient knowledge to direct them to deeds of 
justice, in which men are guided by universal 
principles of what is right; and this knowledge 
of theirs would have been much more complete 
than what we have now by nature, as likewise 
their knowledge of other universal principles. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Ciuldren Would Have 
Had Perfect Use of Reason at Birth? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that children would have had per- 
fect use of reason at birth. 

Objection 1. For that children have not per- 
fect use of reason in our present state js due to 
the soul being weighed down by the body, which 
was not the case in paradise. because, as it is 
written, The corruptible body is a load upon the 
soul (Wisd. 9. 15). Therefore, before sin and 
the corruption which resulted from sin, children 
would have had the perfect use of reason at 
birth, 

Obj. 2. Further, some animals at birth have 
the use of their natural powers. as the lamb at 
once flies from the wolf. Much more, therefore, 
would men in the state of innocence have had 
perfect use of reason at birth. 

On the contrary, In all things produced by 
generation nature proceeds from the imperfect 
to the perfect. Therefore children would not 
have had the perfect use of reason from the very 
outset. 

1Sect. 3 (PG 3, 209). 
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I answer that, As above stated (q. Lxxxrv, 
A. 7), the use of reason depends in a certain 
manner on the use of the sensitive powers. 
Therefore, while the senses are tied and the in- 
terior sensitive powers hampered. man has not 
the perfect use of reason, as we see in those who 
are asleep or delirious. Now the sensitive powers 
are powers of corporeal organs. And therefore, 
so long as the organs are hindered, the action of 
the powers is af necessity hindered also, and 
likewise, consequently, the use of reason. Now 
children are hindered in the use of these powers 
on account of the moisture of the brain; there- 
fore they have perfect use neither of the 
powers nor of reason. Therefore, in the state of 
Innocence, children would not have had the 
perfect use of reason, which they would have 
enjoyed later on in life. Yet they would have had 
a more perfect use than they have now, as to 
matters regarding that particular state, as ex- 
plained above regarding the use of their limbs 
(Q. XCIx, A. 1). 

Reply Obj. 1. The corruptible body is a load 
upon the soul because it hinders the use of 
reason even in those matters which belong to 
man at all ages. 

Reply Obj 2. Even other animals have not at 
birth such a perfect use of their natural powers 
as they have later on. This is clear from the fact 
that birds teach their young to fly; and the like 
may be observed in other animals. Moreover a 
special impediment exists in man from the copi- 
ous moisture of the brain, as we have said above 
(Q. XCIX, A. 1). 


QUESTION CII 
OF MAN’S ABODE, WHICH IS PARADISE 
(/n Four Articles ) 


WE next consider man’s abode, which is para- 
dise. Under this head there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether paradise is a corporeal 
place? (2) Whether it is a place suitable for hu- 
man habitation? (3) For what purpose was man 
placed in paradise? (4) Whether he should have 
been created in paradise? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Paradise Is a Corporeal 
Place? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that paradise is not a corporeal place. 

Objection 1. For Bede says? that paradise 
reaches “to the lunar circle.” But no earthly 
place answers that description, both because it 
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is contrary to the nature of the earth to be 
raised up so high, and because beneath the moon 
is the region of fire, which would consume the 
earth. Therefore paradise is not a corporeal 
place. 

Obj, 2. Further, Scripture mentions four riv- 
ers as rising in paradise (Gen. 2. 10). But the 
rivers there mentioned have visible sources else- 
where, as is clear from the Philosopher.' There- 
fore paradise is not a corporcal place. 

Obj. 3. Further, although men have explored 
the entire habitable world, yet none have made 
mention of the place of paradise.’ Therefore ap- 
“aarently it is not a corporeal place. 

Obj. 4. Further, the tree of life is described 
as growing in paradise. But the tree of life is a 
spiritual thing, for it is written of Wisdom that 
She is a tree of life to them that lay hold on her 
(Prov. 3. 18), Therefore paradise also 1s not a 
corporeal, but a spiritual place. 

Obj. 5. Further, if paradise be a corporeal 
place, the trees also of paradise must be cor- 
poreal. But it seems they were not, for corporeal 
trees were produced on the third day. while the 
planting of the trees of paradise is recorded 
after the work of the six days. Therefore para- 
dise was not a corporeal place. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
viii, 1) :3 “Three general opinions prevail about 
paradise. Some understand a place merely cor- 
poreal; others a place entirely spiritual; while 
others, whose opinion, I confess, pleases me. 
hold that paradise was both corporeal and spurit- 
ual.” 

I answer that, As Augustine says,’ “Nothing 
prevents us from holding, within proper limits, 
a spiritual paradise, so long as we believe in the 
truth of the events narrated as having there 
occurred ”* For whatever Scripture tells us about 
paradise is set down as matter of history, and 
wherever Scripture makes use of this method, 
we must hold to the historical truth of the nar- 
rative as a foundation of whatever spiritual ex- 
planation we may offer. And so paradise, as Isi- 
dore says (Efvm. xiv, 3),° “is a place situated in 
the east, its name being the Greek for garden.” 
It was fitting that it should be in the east, for it 
is to be believed that it was situated in the most 
excellent part of the carth Now the east is the 
right hand of the heavens. as the Philosopher 
explains,® and the right ha«d is nobler than the 

1 Meteorology, 1, 13 (350°18) 
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left; hence it was fitting that God should place 
the earthly paradise in the east. 

Reply Obj. 1. Bede’s assertion is untrue, if 
taken in its obviou se. It may, however, be 
explained tlc paradise reaches to the 
moon not j y, but figuratively; because, as 
Isidore says (loc. cit.), the atmosphere there is 
of “a continually even temperature,” and in this 
respect it is like the heavenly bodies, which are 
without opposing elements. Mention, however, 
is made of the moon rather than of other bodies, 
because of all the heavenly bodies the moon is 
nearest to us, and is, moreover, the most akin 
to the earth; hence it is observed to be over- 
shadowed by clouds so as to be almost obscured. 
Others say’ that paradise reached to the moon— 
thatis, to the middle space of the air, where rain, 
and wind, and the like arise, because the moon 
is said to have influence on such changes. But 
in this sense it would not be a fit place for hu- 
man dwelling, through being uneven in tempera- 
ture, and not attuned to the human tempera- 
ment, as 1s the lower atmosphere in the neigh- 
bourhood of the earth. 

Reply Obj 2 Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 
7).* “It is probable that man has no idea where 
paradise was, and that the rivers, whose sources 
are said to be known, flowed for some distance 
underground, and then sprang up clsewhere For 
who is not aware that such is the case with some 
other streams?” 

Reply Obj 3. The situation of paradise is shut 
off from the habitable world by mountains, or 
seas, or some torrid region, which cannot be 
crossed; and so people who have written about 
places make no mention of it. 

Reply Obj. 4. The tree of life is a material 
tree, and called so because its fruit was endowed 
with a hfe-preserving power, as above stated (Qa. 
xevil, A. 4) Yet it had a spiritual signification, 
just as the rock in the desert was of a material 
nature, and yet sign:fied Christ (I Cor. 10. 4). 
In hke manner the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil was a material tree, so called in 
view of future events, because. after eating of it, 
man was to learn. by experience of the conse- 
quent punishment, the difference between the 
good of obedience and the evil of rebellion. It 
may also be said to signify spiritually the free 
choice. as some say.® 

Reply Obj 5. According to Augustine (Gev. 
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ad lit. v, 4; vili, 3),' the plants were not actually 
produced on the third day, but in their seminal 
principles; but, after the work of the six days, 
the plants, both of paradige and others, were 
actually produced. According @ther holy writ- 
ers,” we ought to say that all the 4s were ac- 
tually produced on the third day, including the 
trees of paradise. And what is said of the trees 
of paradise being planted after the work of the 
six days 1s to be understood, they say, by way 
of recapitulation. And so our text reads: The 
Lord God had planted a paradise of pleasure 
from the beginning (Gen. 2. 8). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Paradise Was a Place 
Adapted To Be the Abode of Man? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that paradise was not a place 
adapted to be the abode of man. 

Objection t. For man and angels are similarly 
ordered to happiness. But the angel» from the 
very beginning of their existence were made to 
dwell in the abode of the blessed—that ts, the 
empyrean heaven. Therefore the place of man’s 
habitation should have been there also. 

Obj. 2. Further, if some definite place were 
required fur man’s abode, this would be required 
on the part either of the soul or of the body. If 
on the part of the soul. the place would be in 
heaven, which is adapted to the nature of the 
soul, since the desire of heaven is tuplanted in 
all. On the part of the body. there was no need 
for any other place than the one provided for 
other animals. Therefore paradise was not at all 
adapted to he the abode of man. 

Obj 3. Further, a place which contains noth- 
ing is useless But after sin, paradise was not 
occupied by man Therefore if it were adapted 
as a dwelling-place for man, it seems that God 
nade paradise to no purpose. 

Obj 4 Further, since man is of an even tem- 
perament, a fitting place for him should be of 
even temperature, But paradise was not of an 
even temperature, for it is said to have been on 
the equator*—a situation of extreme heat. since 
twice in the year the sun passes vertically over 
the heads of its inhabitants.4 Therefore paradise 
was not a fit dwelling-place for man. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth ii, 11) ‘‘Paradise was a divinely ordered 
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region, and worthy of him who was made to 
God’s image.” 

I answer that, as above stated (Q. xcvit, A. 1), 
Man was incorruptible and immortal not be- 
cause his body had a disposition to incorrupti- 
bility, but because in his soul there was a power 
preserving the body from corruption. Now the 
human body may he corrupted from within or 
from without. From within, the body is cor- 
rupted by the consumption of the humours, and 
by old age, as above explained (zbid., a. 4), and 
man was able to ward off such corruption by 
food. Among those things which corrupt the 
body from without, the chief seems to be an® 
atmosphere of unequal temperature, and to 
such corruption a remedy is found in an at- 
mosphere of equable nature, In paradise both 
conditions were found; because, as Damascene 
says (loc cit.): “Paradise was permeated with 
the all-pervading brightness of a temperate, 
pure, and exquisite atmosphere, and decked with 
ever-flowering plants.” And so it is clear that 
paradise was most fit to be a dwelling-place for 
man, and in keeping with his original state of 
immortality. 

Reply Obj. 1. The empyrean heaven is the 
highest of corporeal places, and is outside the 
region of change. By the first of these two con- 
ditions, it Js a fitting abode for the angelic na- 
ture; for, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii) 
God rules corporeal creatures through spiritual 
creatures, Hence it is fitting that the spiritual 
nature should be established above the entire 
corporeal nature, as presiding over it By the 
second condition, it is a fitting abode for the 
state of happiness, which is endowed with the 
highest degree of stability Thus the abode of 
happiness was suited to the very nature of the 
angel; therefore he was created there. But it is 
not sulted to man’s nature, since man is not set 
as a ruler over the entire corporeal creation; it 
is a fitting abode for man in regard only to his 
happiness. Therefore he was not placed from 
the beginning in the empyrean heaven, but was 
destined to be transferred there in the state of 
his final Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is ridiculous to assert that 
any particular place is natural to the soul or to 
any spiritual substances, though some particular 
place may have a certain fitness in regard to 
spiritual substances. For the earthly paradise 
was a place adapted to man as regards both his 
body and his soul~ that is, in so far as in his soul 
was the force which preserved the human body 
from corruption. This could not be said of the 

*Chap. 4 (PL 42, 873). 
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other animals. Therefore, as Dasmascene says 
(loc. cit.): “No irrational animal inhabited 
paradise”; although, by a certain dispensation, 
the animals were brought there by God to 
Adam; and the serpent was able to trespass 
there through the work of the devil. 

Reply Obj. 3. Paradise did not become useless 
through being unoccupied by man after sin. just 
as immortality was not conferred on man in 
vain, though he was to lose it. For thereby we 
learn God's kindness to man, and what man lost 
by sin. Moreover. some say that Enoch and 
Elias still dwell in that paradise.! 

Reply Obj. 4. Those who say that paradise 
was on the equinoctial line are of opinion that 
such a situation is most temperate. on account 
of the unvarying equality of day and night; that 
it is never too cold there, because the sun is 
never too far off, and never too hot, because. al- 
though the sun passes over the heads of the in- 
habitants, it does not remain long in that posi- 
tion. However. Aristotle expressly says that such 
a region is uninhabitable on account of the 
heat.” This seems to be more probable, because, 
even those regions where the sun does not pass 
vertically overhead are extremely hot on ac- 
count of the mere proximity of the sun But 
whatever be the truth of the matter, we must 
hold that paradise was situated in a most tem- 
perate situation, whether on the equator or else- 
where. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Man Was Placed in 
Paradise to Work It and Keep It? 


We procecd thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that man was not placed in paradise 
to work and keep it. 

Objection 1. For what was brought on him as 
a punishment of sin would not have existed in 
paradise in the state of innocence. But the culti- 
vation of the soil was a punishment of sin (Gen. 
3. 17). Therefore man was not placed in para- 
dise to work and keep it. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no need of a keeper 
when there is no fear of trespass with violence. 
But in paradise there was no fear of trespass 
with violence. Therefore there was no need for 
man to keep paradise. . 

Obj. 3. Further, if man was placed in para- 
dise to work and keep it, man would apparently 
have been made for the e«ke of paradise, and 
not contrariwise; which seems to be false. There- 


1 Aupustine, Gen. ad lit, 1x, 6 (PL 34, 396); Contra 
Julian , v1, 30 (PL 45, 1581); this opinion can be found 
generally throughout the Fathers. 
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fore man was not placed in paradise to work and 
keep it. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 15): 
The Lord God tookgnan and placed him in the 
paradise of vig dress and keep it. 

I answer , As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
viil, 10),* these words of Genesis may be under- 
stood in two ways. First, in the sense that God 
placed man in paradise that He might Himself 
work in man and keep him, by sanctifying him 
(for if this work cease, man at once relapses into 
darkness, as the air grows dark when the light 
ceases to shine), and by keeping man from all 
corruption and evil. Secondly, that man might 
work and keep paradise, which working would 
not have involved labour, as it did after sin, but 
would have been pleasant on account of man’s 
practical knowledge of the powers of nature. 
Nor would man have kept paradise against a 
trespasser, but he would have striven to keep 
paradise for himself lest he should lose it by sin. 
All of this was for man’s good; and so paradise 
was ordered to man’s benefit, and not con- 
versely. 

From this the Replies to the Objections are 
made clear. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Man Was Created in 
Paradise? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that man was created in paradise. 

Objection 1. For the angel was created in his 
dwelling-place—namely, the empyrean heaven. 
But before sin paradise was a fitting abode for 
min. Therefore it seems that man was created 
in paradise. 

Obj 2. Further, other animals remain in the 
place where they are produced. as the fish in 
water, and walking animals on the earth from 
which they were made. Now man would have re- 
mained in paradise after he was created (a. 
XCVII, A. 4). Theref re he was created in para- 
dise. 

Obj. 3. Further, woman was made in paradise. 
But man 1s greater than woman. Therefore 
much more should man have been made in para- 
dise. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 15): 
God took man and placed him in paradise. 

I answer that, Paradise was a fitting abode for 
man as regards the incorruptibility of the primi- 
tive state. Now this incorruptibility was man’s 
not by nature, but by a supernatural gift of God. 
Therefore that this might be attributed to the 
grace of God, and not to human nature, God 
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made man outside of paradise, and afterwards 
placed him there to live there during the whole 
of his animal life; and, having attained to the 
spiritual life, to be transferred to heaven. 

Reply Obj. 1. The sree. rebe was 4 fit- 
ting abode for the angels as re wage their nature, 
and therefore they were created there. 

In the same way I reply to the second objec- 
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tion, for those places befit those animals in their 
nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. Woman was made in paradise 
not by reason of her own dignity, but on account 
of the dignity of the principle from which her 
body was formed. For the same reason the chil- 
dren would have been born in paradise, where 
their parents were already. 


TREATISE ON THE DIVINE GOVERNMENT 


QUESTION CITI 


OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THINGS IN 
GENERAL 


(In Eight Articles) 


Havinc considered the creation of things and 
their distinction, we now consider in the 
third place their government and (1) the gov- 
ernment of things in general; (2) in particu- 
lar, the effects of this government (Qa. civ). Un- 
der the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the world is governed by 
someone? (2) What is the end of this govern- 
ment? (3) Whether the world is governed by 
one? (4) Of the effects of this government? (5) 
Whether all things are subject to Divine gov- 
ernment? (6) Whether all things are immedi- 
ately governed by God? (7) Whether the Di- 
vine government is frustrated in anything? (8) 
Whether anything is contrary to the Divine 
Providencer 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the World Is Governed by 
Anyone? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the world is not governed by 
anyone. 

Objection 1. For it pertains to those things 
which move or work for an end to be governed. 
But natural things which make up the greater 
part of the world do not move, or work for an 
end, for they have no knowledge of their end. 
Therefore the world is not governed. 

Obj. 2. Further, those things are governed 
which are moved towards some thing. But the 
world does not appear to be so directed, but has 
stability in itself. Therefore it is not governed. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is necessarily deter- 
mined by its own nature to one particular 
thing docs not require any external principle of 


government. But the principal parts of the’ 


world are by a certain necessity determined to 
something particular in their « tions and move- 
ments. Therefore the world does not require to 
be governed. 

On the contrary, It is written (Wisd. 14. 3): 
But Thou, O Father, governest all things by 
Thy Providence. And Boéthius says (De Con- 


sol. iii, 9) :! Thou Who governest this universe 
by mandate eternal.” 

Z answer that, Certain philosophers of old 
denied the government of the world, saying 
that all things happened by chance.? But such 
an opinion can be shown to be impossible in 
two ways. First, by observation of things them- 
selves For we observe that in nature things 
happen always or nearly always for the best, 
which would not be the case unless some sort of 
providence directed nature towards good as an 
end, which is to govern. Therefore the unfailing 
order we observe in things is a sign of their be- 
ing governed. For instance, if we enter a well- 
ordered house we gather from it the intention 
of him who put it in order, as Cicero says (De 
Nat. Deorum, ii),> quoting Aristotle. Secondly, 
this is clear from a consideration of Divine 
goodness, which, as we have said ahove (a. 
XLIV, A 4; Q. LXV, A 2), was the cause of the 
production of things in being. For as it pertains 
to the best to produce the best, it Is not fitting 
that the supreme goodness of God should pro- 
duce things without giving them their perfec- 
tion. Now a thing's ultimate perfection consists 
in the altamment of its end. Therefore it per- 
tains to the Divine goodness, to lead things to 
their end just as it brought things into bring. 
And this is to govern. 

Reply Obj 1+ A thing moves or operates for 
an end in two ways. First, in moving itself to 
the end, as man and other rational creatures; 
and such things have knowledge of their end, 
and of the means to the end. Secondly, a thing 
is said Lo move or opertte for an end, as though 
moved or directed to it by another, as an arrow 
directed to the target by the archer, who knows 
the end unknown to the arrow. Therefore, as 
the movement of the arrow towards a definite 
end shows clearly that it is directed by some- 
one with knowledge, so the unvarying course 
of natural things which are without knowledge, 
shows clearly that the world is governed by 
some reason. 

Reply Obj 2. In all created things there is a 
stable element, at least primary matter, and 


IPL 63, 758. 
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something belonging to movement, according 
as under movement we include operation. And 
things need governing as to both, because even 
that which is stable, since it is created from 
nothing, would return to nothingness were it 
not sustained by a governing ‘Kand, as will be 
explained later (Q. cIV, A. 1). 

Reply Obj. 3. The natural necessity inherent 
in those beings which are determined to a par- 
ticular thing is a kind of impression from God, 
directing them to their end; as the necessity 
whereby an arrow is moved so as to fly towards 
a certain point is an impression from the 
archer, and not from the arrow. But there is a 
difference, since that which creatures receive 
from God is their nature, while that which nat- 
ural things receive from man over and above 
their nature is somewhat violent. Therefore, as 
the violent necessity in the movement of the 
arrow shows the action of the archer. so the 
natural necessity of things shows the govern- 
ment of Divine Providence. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the End of the Government 
of the World Is Something Outside the 
World? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: Tt 
would seem that the end of the government of 
the world is not something existing outside the 
world. 

Objection 1. For the end of the government 
of a thing is that to which the thing governed 
is brought But that to which a thing is brought 
is some good in the thing itself; thus a sick 
man is brought back to health, which is some- 
thing good in him. Therefore the end of the 
government of things is some good not out- 
side, but within the things themselves. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Thilosopher  says.! 
“Some ends are an operation: some are a work” 
—that is. produced by an operation. But noth- 
ing can be produced by the whole universe out- 
side itself. and operation exists in the agent. 
Therefore nothing extrinsic can be the end of 
the government of things. 

Obj. 3. Further, the good of the multitude 
seems to consist in order, and ;. a: 2 which Is “the 
tranquillity of order,’”’ as Augustine savs.? But 
the world is composed of a multitude of things. 
Therefore the end of the government of the 
world is the peaceful order in things them- 
selves. Therefore the end of the government of 
the world is not an extrinsic good. 

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 16 4): 


! Ethics, 1, 1 (1094%4). 
* City of God, x1x, 13 (PL 41, 640). 
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The Lord hath made all things for Himself. 
But God is outside the entire order of the uni- 
verse. Therefore the end of all things is some 
good extrinsic to them. 

T answer that, As the end of a thing corre- 
sponds to its beginning, it is not possible to be 
ignorant of the end of things if we know their 
beginning. Therefore, since the beginning of all 
things is something outside the universe, 
namely, God, as is clear from what has been 
expounded above (Q. XLIv, A. 1), we must 
conclude that the end of all things is some ex- 
trinsic good. This can be proved by reason. For 
it is clear that good has the nature of an end: 
therefore, a particular end of anything consists 
in some particular good, while the universal 
end of all things is the universal good. But the 
universal good is that which is good of itself by 
virtue of its essence, which is the very essence 
of goodness, whereas a particular good is good 
by participation. Now it is manifest that in the 
whole created universe there is not a good which 
is not such by participation. Therefore that good 
which is the end of the whole universe must be a 
good outside the universe. 

Reply Obj. 1. We may acquire some good in 
many ways: first, as a form existing in us, such 
as health or knowledge; secondly, as something 
done by us, as a builder attains his end by 
building a house; thirdly, as something good 
possessed or acquired by us, as the buyer of a 
field attains his end when he enters into pos- 
session. Therefore nothing prevents something 
outside the universe being the good to which it 
is directed. 

Reply 0bj. 2. The Philosopher is speaking of 
the ends of the arts For the end of some arts 
consists in the operation itself, as the end of a 
harpist is to play the harp, while the end of 
other arts consists in something produced, as 
the end of a builder is not the act of building, 
but the house he builds Now it may happen 
that something extrinsic is the end not only as 
made. but also as possessed or acquired, or even 
as tcpresented, as if we were to say that Her- 
cules is the end of the statue made to repre- 
sent him Therefore we may say that some good 
outside the whole universe is the end of the 
government of the universe, as something pos- 
sessed and represented; for each thing tends to 
participate in it, and to imitate it as far as is 
possible. 

Reply Obj. 3. A good existing in the uni- 
verse, namely, the order of the universe itself, 
is an end of the universe; this, however, is not 
its ultimate end, but is ordered to the extrinsic 
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good as to the ultimate end, just as “the order 
in an army is ordered to the general,” as stated 
in the Metaphysics.! 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the World Is Governed 
by One? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the world is not governed by 
one. : 

Objection 1. For we judge the cause by the 
effect. Now, we see in the government of the 
universe that things are not moved and do not 
operate uniformly, but some contingently and 
some of necessity and according to other differ- 
ences. Therefore the world is not governed by 
one. 

Obj. 2. Further, things which are governed 
by one do not act against each other, except by 
the incapacity or unskilfulness of the ruler, 
which cannot apply to God. But created things 
do not agree together, and fight against each 
other, as is evident in the case of contraries. 
Therefore the world is not governed by one. 

Obj. 3. Further, in nature we always find 
what is the better. But it zs better that two 
should be together than one (Eccles. 4. 9). 
Therefore the world is not governed by one, 
but by many. 

On the contrary, We confess our belief in 
one God and one Lord, according to the words 
of the Apostle (I Cor. 8. 6): To us there is but 
one God, the Father ... and one Lord, and both 
of these pertain to government. For to the Lord 
belongs dominion over subjects, and the name 
of God is taken from Providence as stated 
above (qQ. xrI, A. 8). Therefore the world is 
governed by one. 

I answer that, We must of necessity say that 
the world is governed by one. For since the end 
of the government of the world is that which 
is essentially good, which is the greatest good, 
the government of the world must be the best 
kind of government. Now the best government 
is government by one. The reason of this Is that 
government is nothing but the directing of the 
things governed to the end, which consists in 
some good. But unity belongs to the notion of 
goodness, as Boéthius proves (De Consol. tij, 
1r),? from the fact that, as all things desire 
good, so do they desire unity, without which 
they could not be. For a thing so far exists as it 
is one. And so we observe that things resist di- 
vision, as far as they can, and the dissolution of 
a thing arises from some defect in it. Therefore 
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thé intention of a ruler over a multitude is 
unity, or peace. Now the cause per se of unity 
is one. For it is clear that several cannot be the 
cause of unity or concord, except so far as they 
are united. Furthermore, what is one in itself is 
a more apt and a better cause of unity than 
several things united. Therefore a multitude is 
better governed by one than by several. From 
this it follows that the government of the 
world, since it is the best form of government, 
must be by one. This is expressed by the Phi- 
losopher :? “Things refuse to be ill governed; 
and multiplicity of authorities is a bad thing; 
therefore there should be one ruler.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Movement is the act of a thing 
moved, caused by the mover. Therefore dissim- 
ilarity of movements is caused by diversity of 
things moved, which diversity is required for 
the perfection of the universe (Q. XLVI, AA. 
I, 2; Q. XLVIII, A. 2), and not by a diversity of 
governors. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although contraries do not 
agree with each other in their proximate ends, 
nevertheless they agree in the ultimate end, 
so far as they are included in the one order of 
the universe. 

Reply Obj. 3. If we consider individual 
goods, then two are better than one. But if we 
consider the essential good, then no addition of 
good is possible. 


Artictr 4 Whether the Effect of Government 
Is One or Many? 


We procecd thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is but one effect of the 
government of the world. and not many. 

Objection 1. For the effect of government is 
that which is caused in the things governed. 
This is one, namely, the good which consists 
in order, as may be seen in the example of an 
army. Therefore the government of the world 
has but one effect. 

Obj. 2. Further, from one there naturally 
proceeds but one. But the world is governed 
by one as we have proved (A. 3). Therefore 
also the effect of this government is but one. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the effect of government 
is not one by reason of the unity of the Gover- 
nor, it must be many by reason of the many 
things governed. But these are too numerous 
to be counted. Therefore we cannot assign any 
definite number to the effects of government. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
xii): “God contains all and fills all by His 
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providence and perfect goodness.” But govern- 
ment belongs to providence. Therefore there 
are certain definite effects of the Divine govern- 
ment. 

I answer that, The effect of any action may 
be judged from its end, because it is by action 
that the attainment of the end is effected. Now 
the end of the government of the world is the 
essential good, to the participation and imita- 
tion of which all things tend. Consequently the 
effect of the government of the world may be 
taken in three ways. First, on the part of the 
end itself; and in this way there is but one ef- 
fect, that is, assimilation to the supreme good. 
Secondly, the effect of the government of the 
world may be considered on the part of those 
things by means of which the creature is made 
like to God. Thus there are, in general, two 
effects of the government. For the creature is 
made like God in two things: first, with re- 
gard to this. that God is good; and so the 
creature becomes like Him by being good. And 
secondly, with regard to this, that God is the 
cause of goodness in others; and so the crea- 
ture becomes like God by moving others to be 
good Thus there are two effects of government, 
the preservation of things in their goodness, 
and the moving of things to good. Thirdly, we 
may consider the effects of the government of 
the world in particular things; and in this way 
thev are without number. 

Reply Obj. 1. The order of the universe in- 
cludes both the preservation of the different 
things created by God and their movement. As 
regards these two things we find order among 
them, according as one is better than another, 
and as one is moved by another. 

From what has been said above, we can 
gather the replies to the other two objections. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether All Things Are Subject to 
the Divine Government? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that not all things are subject to 
the Divine government. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Eccles. 9. 11): 
I saw that under the sun the race ts not to the 
swift, nor the battle to the strong, nor bread to 
the wise, nor riches to the learned, nor favour 
to the skilful, but time and chance in all. But 
things subject to the Divine government are 
not ruled by chance. Therefore those things 
which are under the sun are not subject to the 
Divine government. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle says (I Cor. 9. 
9): God hath no care for oxen. But he that 
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governs has care for the things he governs. 
Therefore all things are not subject to the Di- 
vine government. 

Obj. 3. Further, what can govern itself does 
not need to be governed by another. But the 
rational creature can govern itself, since it is 
master of its own act, and acts of itself, and is 
not made to act by another, which seems 
proper to things which are governed. Therefore 
all things are not subject to the Divine govern- 
ment. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,' “Not only 
heaven and earth, not only man and angel, even 
the bowels of the lowest animal, even the wing 
of the bird, the flower of the plant, the leaf of 
the tree, hath God endowed with every fitting 
detail of their nature.” Therefore all things are 
subject to His government. 

I answer that, God the ruler of things for the 
same reason as He is their cause, because the 
same being gives existence as gives perfection, 
and this belongs to government. Now God is the 
cause not indeed only of some particular kind 
of being, but of the whole universal being, as 
proved above (Q. XLIv, AA. 1, 2). Therefore, as 
there can be nothing which is not created by 
God, so there can be nothing which is not sub- 
ject to His government. This can also be 
proved from the nature of the end of govern- 
ment. For a man’s government extends over all 
those things which come under the end of his 
government. Now the end of the Divine gov- 
ernment is the Divine goodness, as we have 
shown (A. 2). Therefore, as there can be noth- 
ing that is not ordered to the Divine goodness 
as its end, as is clear from what we have said 
above (Q. XLIV. A. 4; Q. LXV, A. 2), SO it is 
impossible for anything to escape from the Di- 
vine government. 

Foolish therefore was the opinion of those 
who said that the corruptible lower world,? or 
individual things,? or that even human affairs,’ 
Were not subject to the Divine government. 
These are represented as saying, God hath 
abandoned the earth (Ezech. 9. 9). 

Reply Obj. 1. These things are said to be 
under the sun which are generated and cor- 
rupted according to the sun’s movement. In all 
such things we find chance. Not that everything 
which occurs in such things is by chance, but 
that in each one there is an element of chance. 


1 City of God, Vv, 11 (PL 41, 154). 
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And the very fact that an element of chance is 
found in those things proves that they are sub- 
ject to government of some kind. For unless 
corruptible things of this kind were governed 
by a higher being, they would tend to nothing 
definite, especially those which possess no kind 
of knowledge. So nothing in them would happen 
unintentionally, which constitutes the nature of 
chance. Therefore to show how things happen 
by chance and yet according to the ordering of 
a higher cause, he does not say absolutely that 
he observes chance in all things, but éime and 
chance, that is to say, that defects may be 
found in these things according to some order 
of time. 

Reply Obj]. 2. Government implies a certain 
change effected by the governor in the things 
governed. Now every movement is “the act of 
a movable thing, caused by the moving princi- 
ple,” as is laid down in the Physics.! And every 
act is proportioned to that of which it is an 
act. Consequently, various movable things must 
be moved variously, even as regards movement 
by one and the same mover. Thus by the one 
art of the Divine governor, various things are 
variously governed according to their variety. 
Some, according to their nature, act of them- 
selves, having dominion over their actions; and 
these are governed by God, not only in this, 
that they are moved by God Himself, Who 
works in them interiorly, but also in this, that 
they are induced by Him to do good and to fly 
from evil, by precepts and prohibitions, rewards 
and punishments. But irrational creatures 
which do not act but are acted upon, are 
not thus governed by God. Hence, when the 
Apostle says that God hath no care for oxen, 
he does not wholly withdraw them from 


the Divine government, but only as regards: 


the way in which rational creatures are gov- 
erned. 

Reply Obj. 3. The rational creature governs 
itself by its intellect and will, both of which 
require to be governed and perfected by the 
Divine intellect and will. Therefore above the 
government by which the rational creature gov- 
erns itself as master of its own act, it requires 
to be governed by God. 


ARTICLE f. Whether All Things Are Immediately 
Governed by God? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that all things are governed by God 
immediately, 
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Objection 1. For Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesi- 
us, De Nat. Hom.)? reproves the opinion of Pla- 
to who divides providence into three parts. The 
first he ascribes to the supreme god, who 
watches over heavenly things and all univer- 
sals; the second providence he attributes to the 
secondary deities, who go the round of the 
heavens to watch over things subject to gen- 
eration and corruption; while he ascribes a 
third providence to certain spirits who are 
guardians on earth of human actions. Therefore 
it seems that all things are immediately gov- 
erned by God. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is better that a thing be 
done by one, if possible, than by many, as the 
Philosopher says.? But God can by Himself 
govern all things without any intermediary 
cause. Therefore it seems that He governs all 
things immediately. 

Obj. 3. Further, in God nothing is defective 
or imperfect. But it seems to be imperfect in a 
ruler to govern by means of others. Thus an 
earthly king, by reason of his not being able to 
do everything himself, and because he cannot 
be everywhere at the same time, requires to 
govern by means of ministers. Thercfore God 
governs all things immediately. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
iii, 4):4 “As the lower and grosser hodies are 
ruled in a certain orderly way by bodies of 
greater subticty and power, so all bodies are 
tuled by the rational spirit of life, and the sin- 
ful and unfaithful spirit is ruled by the good 
and just spirit of hfe, and this spirit by God 
Himself.” 

I answer that, In government there are two 
things to be considered: the principle of gov- 
ernment, which is providence itself; and the 
execution of the design. As to the principle of 
government, God governs all things immediate- 
ly, but as to its execution, He governs some 
things by means of others. 

The reason of this 1s that as God is the very 
essence of goodness, so everything must be at- 
tributed to God in its highest degree of good- 
ness Now the highest degree of goodness in 
any practical order, or plan, or knowledge (and 
such is the principle of government) consists in 
knowing the individuals acted upon; as the best 
physician is not the one who can only give his 
attention to general principles, but who can 
consider the least details; and so on in other 
things. Therefore we must say that in God is 


? Chap. 44 (PG 40, 794). 
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the principle of the government of all things, 
even of the very least. 

But since things which are governed should 
be brought to perfection by government, this 
government will be so much the better in the 
degree the things governed are brought to per- 
fection. Now it is a greater perfection for a 
thing to be good in itself and also the cause of 
goodness in others, than only to he good in it- 
self. Therefore God so governs things that He 
makes some of them to be causes of others in 
government; as a master, who not only imparts 
knowledge to his pupils, but also makes them 
teachers of others. 

Reply Obj. 1. Plato’s opinion is to be re- 
jected, because he held that God did not gov- 
ern all things immediately, even in the principle 
of government; this is clear from the fact that 
he divided providence, which is the principle 
of government, into three parts 

Reply Obj. 2. 1f God governed alone. things 
would be deprived of the perfection of causal- 
ily. Therefore all that is effected by many 
would not be better accomplished by one. 

Reply Obj. 3. That an earthly king should 
have ministers to execute his laws is a sign not 
only of his heing imperfect, but also of his dig- 
nity, because hv the ordering of ministers the 
kingly power is brought into greater evidence. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Anythine Can Happen 
outside the Order of the Divine Government? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem possible that something may occur 
outside the order of the Divine government. 

Objection 1. For Botthius says (De Consol. 
iii, 12)! that “God disposes all for good.” 
Therefore, if nothing happens outside the order 
of the Divine government, it would follow that 
no evil exists. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing that is in accordance 
with the pre-ordination of a ruler occurs by 
chance. Therefore, if nothing occurs outside the 
order cf the Divine government, it follows that 
there is nothing fortuitous and casual. 

Obj. 3. Further. the order of Divine govern- 
ment is certain and unchangeable, because it is 
in accordance with the eternal design. There- 
fore. if nothing happens outside the order of 
the Divine government, it follows that all things 
happen by necessity, and nothing is contingent, 
which is false. Therefore it is possible for some- 
thing to occur outside the order of the Divine 
government. 

1PL 63,779. 
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On the contrary, It is written (Esth. 13.9): O 
Lord, Lord, almighty King, all things are in Thy 
bower, and there ts none that can resist Thy 
will. 

I answer that, It is possible for an effect to 
come about outside the order of some particu- 
lar cause, but not outside the order of the uni- 
versal cause. The reason of this is that no effect 
results outside the order of a particular cause, 
except through some other impeding cause, 
which other cause must itself be reduced to the 
first universal cause; just as indigestion may oc- 
cur outside the order of the nutritive power by 
some such impediment as the coarseness of the 
food, which again is to be reduced to some other 
cause, and so on till we come to the first univer- 
sal cause. Therefore as God is the first univer- 
sal cause, not of one genus only, but of all be- 
ing, it is impossible for anything to happen out- 
side the order of the Divine government. But 
from the very fact that from one point of view 
something seems to evade the order of Divine 
providence considered in regard to one particu- 
lar cause, it must necessarily come back to that 
order as regards some other cause. 

Reply Obj. 1. There is nothing wholly evil in 
the world, for evil is always founded on good, as 
shown above (Q. XLVrII. A. 3). Therefore some- 
thing is said to be evil through its escaping from 
the order of some particular good. If it wholly 
escaped from the order of the Divine govern- 
ment, it would wholly cease to exist. 

Reply Obj. 2. Things are said to be fortuitous 
as regards some particular cause from the order 
of which they escape. But as to the order of Di- 
vine providence, “nothing in the world happens 
by chance,” as Augustine declares (00. LXXXIM. 
qu. 24)? 

Reply Obj. 3. Certain effects are said to be 
contingent as compared to their proximate 
causes, which may fail in their effects; but 
not as though anything could happen entirely 
outside the order of Divine government. The 
very fact that something occurs outside the 
order of some proximate cause, is owing to 
some other cause, itself subject to the Divine 
government. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Anything Can Resist 
the Order of the Divine Government? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem possible that some resistance can be 
made to the order of the Divine government. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Isa. 3. 8): 

2 PL 40, 17. 
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Their tongue and their devices are against the 
Lord. 

Obj. 2. Further, a king does not justly punish 
those who do not rebel against his commands. 
Therefore if no one rebelled against God’s com- 
mands, no one would be justly punished by God. 

Obj. 3. Further, everything is subject to the 
order of the Divine government. But some 
things oppose others. Therefore some things 
rebel against the order of the Divine govern- 
ment. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iii, 12) :! “There is nothing that can desire to or 
is able to resist this sovereign good. It is this 
sovereign good therefore that ruleth all might- 
ily and ordereth all sweetly, as is said (Wisd. 8.) 
of Divine wisdom, 

I answer that, We may consider the order of 
Divine providence in two ways: in general, ac- 
cording as it proceeds from the governing cause 
of all; and in particular, according as it pro- 
ceeds from some particular cause which executes 
the order of the Divine government. 

Considered in the first way, nothing can resist 
the order of the Divine government. This can 
be proved in two ways. First, from the fact that 
the order of the Divine government is wholly di- 
rected to good, and everything by its own opera- 
tion and effort tends to good only; “for no one 
acts intending evil,” as Dionysius says (Div. 
Nom. iv).2 Secondly from the fact that, as we 
have said above (A. I, ANS. 3; A. 5, ANS. 2), 
every inclination of anything, whether natural 
or voluntary, is nothing but a kind of impression 
from the first mover, just as the inclination of 
the arrow towards a fixed point is nothing but 
an impulse received from the archer. Therefore 
every agent, whether natural or free, attains to 


its divinely appointed end, as though of its own’ 


accord. For this reason God is said to order all 
things sweetly. (Wisd. 8. 1). 

Reply Obj. 1. Some are said to think or speak, 
or act against God, not that they entirely resist 
the order of the Divine government, for even the 
sinner intends the attainment of a certain good, 
but because they resist some particular good, 
which is fitting to their nature or state. There- 
fore they are justly punished by God. 

Reply 067. 2 is clear from the above. 

Reply Obj. 3. From the fact that one thing 
opposes another, it follows that some one thing 
can resist the order of a particular cause, but 
not that order which depends on the universal 
cause of al] things. 
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QUESTION CIV 


THE SPECIAL EFFECTS OF THE DIVINE 
GOVERNMENT 


(In Four Articles) 


WE next consider the effects of the Divine gov- 
ernment in particular, concerning which four 
points of inquiry arise: (1) Whether creatures 
need to be kept in being by God? (2) Whether 
they are immediately preserved by God? (3) 
Whether God can reduce anything to nothing- 
ness? (4) Whether anything is reduced to noth- 
ingness? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Creatures Need to Be 
Kept in Being by God? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that creatures do not need to be kept in be- 
ing by God. 

Objection 1, For what cannot not-be, does not 
need to be kept in being, just as that which 
cannot depart, does not need to be kept from 
departing. But some creatures by their very na- 
ture cannot not-he. Therefore not all creatures 
need to be kept in being by God. The middle 
proposition is proved thus. That which is in- 
cluded in a thing per se is necessarily in that 
thing, and its contrary cannot be in it; thus a 
multiple of two must necessarily be even, and 
cannot possibly be an odd number. Now being 
follows per se upon form, because everything is 
an actual being so far as it has form. But some 
creatures are subsistent forms, as we have said 
of the angels (0. L, AA. 2, 5), and thus to he is 
in them per se. The same reasoning applies to 
those creatures whose matter is in potency to 
one form only, as explained above of heavenly 
bodies (Q. Lxvt, A. 2). Therefore such creatures 
as these have in their nature to be necessarily, 
and cannot not-be; for there can be no potency 
to not-being, either in the form which per se fol- 
lows on being, or in matter existing under a 
form which it cannot lose, since it is not in po- 
tency to any other form. 

Obj. 2. Further, God is more powerful than 
any created agent. But a created agent, even aft- 
er ceasing to act, can cause its effect to be pre- 
served in being. Thus the house continues to 
stand after the builder has ceased to build, and 
water remains hot for some time after the fire 
has ceased to heat. Much more, therefore, can 
God cause His creature to be kept in being after 
He has ceased to create it. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing violent can occur 
without some active cause. But tendency to not- 
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being is unnatural and violent to any creature, 
since all creatures naturally desire to be. There- 
fore no creature can tend to not-being except 
through some active cause of corruption. Now 
there are creatures of such a nature that noth- 
ing can cause them to corrupt, such as spiritual 
substances and heavenly bodies. Therefore such 
creatures cannot tend to not-being even if God 
were to withdraw His action. 

Obj. 4. Further, if God keeps creatures in be- 
ing, this is done by some action. Now every ac- 
tion of an agent, if that action be efficacious, 
produces something in the effect. Therefore the 
preserving power of God must produce some- 
thing in the creature. But this does not seem to 
be the case, because this action docs not give 
being to the creature, since being is not given to 
that which already is; nor does it add anything 
new to the creature, because either God would 
not keep the creature in being continually, or 
He would be continually adding something new 
(o the creature; either of which is unreasonable. 
Therefore creatures are not kept in being by 
God. 

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 1. 3): 
Upholding all things by the word of His power. 

I answer that, Both reason and faith bind us 
to say that creatures are kept in being by God. 
To make this clear, we must consider that a 
thing is preserved by another in two ways. First, 
indirectly, and accidentally; thus a person is 
said to preserve anything by removing the 
cause of its corruption, as a man may be said to 
preserve a child whom he guards from falling 
into the fire. In this way God preserves some 
things, but not all, for there are some things of 
such a nature that nothing can corrupt them, so 
that it is not necessary to keep them from cor- 
ruption. Secondly, a thing is said to preserve 
another per se and directly, namely, when what 
is preserved depends on the preserver in such a 
way that it cannot exist without it. In this man- 
ner all creatures necd to be preserved by God. 
For the being of every creature depends on 
God, so that not for a moment could it subsist, 
but would fall into nothingness were it not kept 
in heing by the operation of the Divine power, 
us Gregory says (Moral, xvi).! 

This is made clear as follows. Every effect 
depends on its cause, so far as it is its cause. But 
we must observe that an agent is the cause of 
the becoming of its effect, but not directly of its 
being. This may be seen both in artificial] and in 
natural things. For the builder causes the house 
in its becoming, but he is not the direct cause of 

1 Chap. 37 (PL 75, 1143). 
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its being. For it is clear that the being of the 
house is a result of its form, which consists in 
the putting together and arrangement of the 
materials, and results from the natural qualities 
of certain things. Thus a cook dresses the food 
by applying the natural activity of fire; in the 
same way a builder constructs a house, by mak- 
ing use of cement, stones, and wood which are 
able to be put together in a certain order and to 
preserve it. Therefore the being of a house de- 
pends on the nature of these materials, just as 
its becoming depends on the action of the build- 
er. The same principle applies to natural things. 
For if an agent is not the cause of a form as 
such, neither will it be directly the cause of 
being which results from that form, but it 
will be the cause of the effect in its becoming 
only. 

Now it is clear that of two things in the same 
species one cannot per se cause the other’s form 
as such, since it would then be the cause of its 
own form, since it is of the same nature in both. 
But it can be the cause of this form according as 
it is in matter—in other words, it may be the 
cause that this matter receives this form. And 
this 1s to be the cause of becoming, as when man 
begets man, and fire causes fire. Thus whenever 
a natural effect is such that it has an aptitude to 
recelve from its active cause an impression spe- 
cifically the same as in that active cause, then 
the becoming of the effect, but not its being, de- 
pends on the agent. 

Sometimes, however, the effect does not have 
this aptitude to receive the impression of its 
cause In the same way as it exists in the agent, 
as may be seen clearly in all agents which do 
not produce an effect of the same species as 
themselves. Thus the heavenly bodies cause the 
generation of inferior bodies which differ from 
them in species. Such an agent can be the cause 
of a form as such, and not mercly as existing in 
this matter. Consequently it is not merely the 
cause of becoming but also the cause of being. 

Therefore as the becoming of a thing cannot 
continue when that action of the agent ceases 
which causes the becoming of the effect, so nel- 
ther can the being of a thing continue after that 
action of the agent has ceased, which is the 
cause of the effect not only in becoming but also 
in being. This is why hot water retains heat aft- 
er the cessation of the fire’s action, while, on the 
contrary, the air docs not continue to be lit up, 
even for a moment, when the sun ceases to act 
upon it, because the matter of water is suscep- 
tive of the fire’s heat in the same way as it ex- 
ists in the fire. Therefore if it were to be re- 
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duced to the perfect form of fire, it would re- 
tain that form always; but if it has the form of 
fire imperfectly in some rudimentary way, the 
heat will remain for a time only, by reason of 
the imperfect participation of the principle of 
heat. On the other hand, air is not of such a na- 
ture as to receive light in the same way as it ex- 
ists in the sun, that is, it is not of such a nature 
as to receive the form of the sun, which is the 
principle of light. Therefore, since it has no root 
in the air, the light ceases with the action of the 
sun. 

Now every creature may be compared to 
God, as the air is to the sun which enlightens it. 
For as the sun possesses light hy its nature, and 
as the air is enlightened by sharing the sun’s 
light, though it does not share in its nature, so 
God alone is Being by virtue of His own Es- 
sence, since His Essence is His Being. But every 
creature has being by participation, so that its 
essence js not its existence. Therefore, as Au- 
gustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 12):1 “If the rul- 
ing power of God were withdrawn from His 
creatures, their nature would at once cease, and 
al] nature would collapse.” In the same work 
(viii, 12)? he says: “As the air becomes light by 
the presence of the sun, so is man enlightened 
by the presence of God, and in His absence re- 
turns at once to darkness.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Being follows per se from the 
form of a creature given the influence of the Di- 
vine action, just as light results from the diaph- 
anous nature of the air, given the action of the 
sun. Therefore the potency to not-being in spir- 
itual creatures and heavenly bodies is rather in 
God, Who can withdraw His influence, than in 
the form or matter of those creatures. 


Reply Obj. 2. God cannot impart to a crea- , 


ture conservation in being after the cessation of 
the Divine influence, just as neither can He 
make it not to have received its being from 
Himself For the creature needs to be preserved 
by God in so far as the being of an effect de- 
pends on the cause of its being. So that there is 
no comparison with an agent that is not the 
cause of being, but only of becoming. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument holds in regard 
to that preservation which consists in the re- 
moval of corruption; but all creatures do not 
need to be preserved thus, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 4. The preservation of things by 
God is not through any new action but through 
a continuation of that action by which He gives 
being, which action is without either motion or 
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time; so also the preservation of light in the air 
is by the continual influence of the sun. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Preserves Every 
Creature Immediately? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that God preserves every creature 
immediately. 

Objection 1. For God creates and preserves 
things by the same action, as above stated 
(A. 1, Ans. 4). But God created all things im- 
mediately. Therefore He preserves all things 
immediately. 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing is nearer to itself than 
to another, But it cannot be given to a creature 
to preserve itself; much Jess therefore can it be 
given to a creature to preserve another. There- 
fore God preserves all things without any inter- 
mediate cause preserving them. 

Ob}. 3. Further, an effect is kept in being by 
the cause, not only of its becoming, but also of 
its being. But all created causes do not seem to 
cause their cffects except in their becoming, for 
they cause only by moving, as above stated (a. 
XLV, A. 3). Therefore they do not cause so as 
to keep their effects in being. 

On the contrary, A thing is kept in being by 
that which gives it being But God gives being 
to things by means of certain intermediate 
causes. Therefore He also keeps things in being 
by means of certain causes. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), a thing 
keeps another in being in two ways. First. indi- 
rectly and accidentally, by removing or hinder- 
ing the action of a corrupting cause. Secondly, 
directly and per se, bv the fact that on it de- 
pends the other’s being. as the being of the effect 
depends on the cause. And in both ways a cre- 
ated thing keeps another in being. For it is clear 
that even in corporeal things there are many 
causes which hinder the action of corrupting 
agents, and for that reson are called preserva- 
tives; just as salt preserves meat from putre- 
faction, and in Jike manner with many other 
things. It happens also that an effect depends on 
1 creature as to ifs being. For when we have a 
series of ordered causes, it necessarily follows 
that while the effect depends first and principal- 
ly on the first cause, it also depends in a second- 
ary way on all the middle causes. Therefore the 
first cause is the principal cause of the preserva- 
tion of the effect, which is to be referred to the 
middle causes in a secondary way; and all the 
more so, as the middle cause is higher and near- 
er to the first cause. 

For this reason, even in things corporeal, the 
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preservation and persistence of things is ascribed 
to the higher causes. Thus the Philosopher says! 
that the first, namely the diurnal, movement is 
the cause of the continuation of things gener- 
ated; but the second movement, which is from 
the zodiac, is the cause of diversity owing to 
generation and corruption. In like manner 
astrologers? ascribe to Saturn, the highest of 
the planets, those things which are permanent 
and fixed. So we conclude that God keeps 
certain things in being by means of certain 
causes. 

Reply Obj. 1. God created all things immedi- 
ately, but in the creation itself He established 
an order among things, so that some depend on 
others by which they arc preserved in being, 
though He remains the principal cause of their 
preservation. 

Reply 067. 2 Since an effect is preserved by 
its proper cause on which it depends, so, just as 
no effect can be its own cause, though it can 
produce another effect, no effect can be endowed 
with the power of self-preservation, but only 
with the power of preserving another. 

Reply Obj. 3. No created nature can be the 
cause of another, as regards the latter acquiring 
a new form, or disposition, except by virtue of 
some change; for the created nature acts always 
on something presupposed. But after causing 
the form or disposition in the effect, without 
any fresh change in the effect, the cause pre- 
serves that form or disposition; just as we must 
allow some change to have taken place in the 
air, when it is lit up anew, while the preserva- 
tion of the light is without any further change 
in the air due to the presence of the source of 
light. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Can Annihilate 
Anything? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that God cannot annihilate any- 
thing. 

Objection 1 For Augustine says (QQ. LXXXII1, 
gu 21)* that “God is not the cause of anything 
tending to non-being.”’ But He would be such a 
cause if He were to annihilate anything. There- 
fore He cannot annihilate anything. 

Obj. 2. Further, by His goodness God is the 
cause why things exist, since, as Augustine says,’ 
“Because God is good, we exist.” But God can- 


1 Metaphysics, x11, 6 (1072%9); cf. Generation and Cor- 
ruption, 11, 10 (336931); cf. also oO. LXVITI, A. 2, ANS. 3). 

2 Cf. Averroes, In Meta., xu, 44 (vim, 327G); cf. Albu- 
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not not be good. Therefore He cannot cause 
things to cease to exist, which would be the case 
were He to annihilate anything. 

Obj. 3. Further, if God were to annihilate 
anything it would be by His action. But this 
cannot be, because the term of every action is 
some being. Hence even the action of a corrupt- 
ing cause has its term in something generated; 
for when one thing is generated another under- 
goes corruption. Therefore God cannot annihi- 
late anything. 

On the contrary, It is written (Jer. 10. 24): 
Correct me, O Lord, but yet with judgment ; 
and not in Thy fury, lest Thou bring me to 
nothing. 

I answer that, Some have held that God, in 
giving being to creatures, acted from natural 
necessity.* If this were true, God could not anni- 
hilate anything, since His nature cannot change. 
But, as we have said above (qQ. XIX, A. 4). such 
an opinion is false, and absolutely contrary to 
the Catholic Faith, which confesses that God 
created things by a free will, according to Ps. 
134. 6: Whatsoever the Lord pleased, He hath 
done Therefore that God gives being to a crea- 
ture depends on His will; nor does He preserve 
things in being otherwise than by continually 
pouring out being into them, as we have said. 
Therefore, just as before things existed, God 
was free not to give them being, and so not to 
make them, so after they have been made, He 
is free not to give them being, and thus they 
would cease to exist; and this would be to anni- 
hilate them. 

Reply Obj. 1. Non-being has no cause per se; 
for nothing is a cause except in so far as it is a 
being. and a being essentially as such is a cause 
of being. Therefore God cannot cause a thing to 
tend to non-being, but a creature has this tend- 
ency of itself, since it is produced from nothing. 
But accidentally God can be the cause of things 
being reduced to nothing, by withdrawing His 
action from them. 

Reply Obj. 2. God’s goodness is the cause of 
things, not as though by natural necessity, be- 
cause the Divine goodness does not depend on 
creatures, but ona free will. Therefore, as with- 
out prejudice to His goodness, He might not 
have produced things in being, so, without pre}- 
udice to His goodness He might not preserve 
things in being. 

Reply Obj. 3. If God were to annihilate 
anything, this would not imply an action 
on God’s part, but a mere cessation of His 
action. 

5 Cf. Q. XXV, A. 5s 
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ArTIcLe 4. Whether Anything Is Annihilated? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that something is annihilated. 

Objection 1. For the end corresponds to the 
beginning. But in the beginning there was noth- 
ing but God. Therefore all things must tend 
to this end, that there shall be nothing but 
God. Therefore creatures will be reduced to 
nothing. 

Obj. 2. Further, every creature has a finite 
power. But no finite power extends to the in- 
finite. And so the Philosopher proves! that “a 
finite power cannot move in infinite time.” 
Therefore a creature cannot last for an infinite 
duration, and so at some time it will be reduced 
to nothing. 

Obj. 3. Further, forms and accidents have no 
matter as part of themselves. But at some time 
they cease to exist. Therefore they are reduced 
to nothing. 

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 3.14): 
I have learned that all the works that God hath 
made continue for ever. 

I answer that, Some of those things which 
God does in creatures occur in accordance with 
the natural course of things; others happen mi- 
raculously, and not in accordance with the natu- 
ral order, as will be explained (q. cv. A. 6). 
Now whatever God wills to do according to the 
natural order of things may be ohserved from 
their nature; but those things which occur mi- 
raculously are ordered for the manifestation of 
grace, according to the Apostle. To each one 1s 
given the manifestation of the Spirit, unto profit 
(I Cor. 12. 7); and subsequently he mentions, 
among others, the working of miracles. 

Now the nature of creatures shows that none 


of them is annihilated. For, either they are im- 


material, and therefore have no potency to non- 
being; or they are material, and then they con- 
tinue to exist, at least in matter, which is incor- 
ruptible, since it 1s the subject of generation 
and corruption. Moreover, the annihilation of 
things does not pertain to the manifestation of 
grace, since rather the power and goodness of 
God are manifested by the preservation of 
things in being. Therefore we must conclude hy 
denying absolutely that anything at all will be 
annihilated. 

Reply Obj. 1. That thing. were brought into 
being from a state of non-being clearly shows 
the power of Him Who made them. But that 
they should be reduced to nothing would obcure 
that manifestation, since the power of God is 

1 Phystes, VUI, 10 (266"12). 
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conspicuously shown in His preserving all things 
in being, according to the Apostle; Upholding 
all things by the word af His power (Heb, 1. 3). 

Reply Obj. 2. A creature’s potency to being is 
merely receptive; the active power belongs to 
God Himself, from Whom being is derived. 
Therefore the infinite duration of things is a 
consequence of the infinity of the Divine power. 
To some things, however, is given a determi- 
nate power of duration for a certain time, so far 
as they may be hindered from receiving the in- 
flux of being which comes from Him by some 
contrary agent whose finite power they cannot 
resist for an infinite but only for a fixed time. So 
things which have no contrary, although they 
have a finite power, continue to exist for ever. 

Reply Obj. 3. Forms and accidents are not 
complete heings, since they do not subsist, but 
each one of them is something of a being and so 
is called a being, because something is by it. Yet 
so far as their mode of existence is concerned, 
they are not entircly reduced to nothingness; 
not that any part of them survives, but that 
they remain in the potency of the matter, or of 
the subject. 


QUESTION CV 
OF THE CHANGE OF CREATURES BY GOD 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE now consider the second effect of the Di- 
vine government, that is, the change of crea- 
tures; and first, the change of creatures by God; 
secondly, the change of one creature by another 
(Q cvI). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether God can move immedi- 
ately the matter to the form? (2) Whether He 
can immediately move a body? (3) Whether He 
can move the intellect? (4) Whether He can 
move the will? (5) Whether God works in every 
worker? (6) Whether He can do anything out- 
side the order given to thingsr (7) Whether all 
that God does is miraculous? (8) Of the diver- 
sity of miracles. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether God Can Move the 
Matter Immediately to the Form? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that God cannot move the matter 
immediately to receive the form. 

Objection 1. For, as the Philosopher proves,? 
nothing can bring a form into any particular 
matter except that form which is in matter, be- 
cause, like begets like. But God is not a form in 

2 Metaphysics, vu, 8 (103323). 
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matter. Therefore He cannot cause a form in 
matter. 

Obj. 2. Further, any agent inclined to several 
effects will produce none of them, unless it is 
determined to a particular one by some other 
cause; for, as the Philosopher says, a universal 
opinion does not move the mind except by 
means of some particular apprehension. But the 
Divine power is the universal cause of all 
things. Therefore it cannot produce any par- 
ticular form except by means of a particular 
agent. 

Obj. 3. As universal being depends on the first 
universal cause, so determinate being depends 
on determinate particular causes, as we have 
seen above (Q. cCIv, A. 2). But the determinate 
being of a particular thing is from its own form. 
Therefore the forms of things are produced by 
God only by means of particular causes. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 2. 7): 
God formed man of the slime of the earth. 

I answer that, God can move matter imme- 
diately to a form, because a being in passive po- 
tency can be reduced to act by the active power 
which extends over that potency. Therefore, 
since the Divine power extends over matter, as 
produced by God, it can be reduced to act by 
the Divine power. And this is what is meant by 
matter being moved to a form, for a form is 
nothing else but the act of matter. 

Reply Obj. 1. An effect is likened to the ac- 
tive cause in two ways First, according to the 
same species; aS man is generated by man, and 
fire by fire. Secondly, by being virtually con- 
tained in the cause; as the form of the effect is 
virtually contained in its cause. Thus animals 
produced by putrefaction, and plants, and min- 
erals are like the sun and stars, by whose power 
they are produced. In this way the effect is like 
its active cause as regards all that over which 
the power of that cause extends. Now the pow- 
er of God extends to both matter and form, as 
we have said above (Q XIV, A. 11; Q. XLIV, A. 
2). Therefore if a composite thing be produced, 
it is likened to God by way of a virtual inclu- 
sion; and it is likened to the composite gencra- 
tor by a likeness of species. Therefore just as 
the composite generator can move matter to a 
form by generating a composite thing like itself, 
so also can God. But no other form not existing 
in matter can do this, because the power of no 
other separate substance extends over matter. 
Hence angels and demons operate on visible 
matter not by imprinting forms in matter, but 
by making use of corporeal elements. 

1 Soud, 11, 11 (43416). 
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‘Reply Obj. 2. This argument would hold if 
God were to act of natural necessity. But since 
He acts by His will and intellect, which knows 
the particular and not only the universal na- 
tures of all forms, it follows that He can im- 
print this or that form on matter in a determi- 
nate way. 

Reply Obj. 3. The fact that secondary causes 
are ordered to determinate effects is due to God. 
Therefore since God orders other causes to 
determinate effects He can also produce de- 
terminate effects by Himself without any 
other cause. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether God Cun Move a 
Body Immediately? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that God cannot move a body im- 
mediately. 

Objectiony, Foras “the mover and the moved 
must exist simultancously,” as the Philosopher 
says,’ it follows that there must be some con- 
tact between the mover and the moved. But 
there can be no contact betwecn God and a 
body, for Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i):3 
“There is no contact with God.” Therefore God 
cannot move a body immediately. 

Obj. 2. Further, God is the mover unmoved. 
But such also is the desirable object when ap- 
prehended. Therefore God moves as the object 
of desire and apprehension But He cannot be 
apprehended except by the intellect, which is 
neither a body nor a corporeal power. Therefore 
God cannot move a body immediately. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher proves‘ that 
an infinite power moves instantaneously. But it 
is impossible for a body to be moved in one in- 
stant; for since every movement is between op- 
posites, it follows that two opposites would ex- 
ist at once in the same subject, which is impus- 
sible. Therefore a body cannot be moved imme- 
diately by an infinite power. But God’s power is 
infinite, as we have explained above (Q. xxv, A. 
2). Therefore God cannot move a body immedi- 
ately. 

On the contrary, God produced the works of 
the six days immediately, among which is in- 
cluded the movements of bodies, as is clear 
from Gen. 1. 9: Let the waters be gathered to- 
gether into one place. Therefore God can move 
a body immediately. 

I answer that, It is erroneous to say that God 
cannot Himself produce all the determinate ef- 


3 Physics, V1l, 2 (243%4). 
3 Sect. 5 (PG 3, 593). 
4 Physics, vitl, 10 (266°31). 


540 
fects which are produced by any created cause.! 
Therefore, since bodies are moved immediately 
by created causes, we cannot possibly doubt 
that God can move immediately any bodies 
whatever. This indeed follows from what is 
above stated (A. 1). For every movement of any 
body whatever either results from a form, as 
the movements of things heavy and light result 
from the form which they have from their gen- 
erating cause, for which reason the generator is 
called the mover, or else tends to a form, as 
heating tends to the form of heat. Now it be- 
longs to the same cause, to imprint a form, to 
dispose to that form, and to give the movement 
which results from that form; for fire not only 
generates fire, but it also heats and moves 
things upwards. Therefore, as God can imprint 
form immediately in matter, it follows that He 
can move any body whatever in respect of any 
movement whatever. 

Reply Obj. 1. There are two kinds of contact: 
corporeal contact, when two bodies touch each 
other; and virtual contact, as the cause of sad- 
ness is said to touch the one made sad. Accord- 
ing to the first kind of contact, God, since He 
is incorporeal, neither touches, nor is touched. 
But according to virtual contact He touches 
creatures by moving them, but He is not 
touched, because the natural power of no crea- 
ture can reach up to Him. Thus did Dionysius 
understand the words, “There is no contact with 
God”; that is, in such a way that God Himself 
would be touched. 

Reply Obj. 2. God moves as the object of de- 
sire and understanding. But it does not follow 
that He always moves as being desired and un- 
derstood by that which is moved, but as being 
desired and known by Himself. For He does all 
things for His own goodness. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Philosopher intends to 
prove?’ that the power of the first mover is not 
a power of size, by the following argument. The 
power of the first mover is infinite (which he 
proves from the fact that the first mover can 
move in infinite time).? Now an infinite power, 
if it were a power of size, would move without 
time, which is impossible; therefore the infinite 
power of the first mover must be in something 
which is not measured by size From this it is 
clear that for a body to be moved without time 
can only be the result of an ifinite power. The 


1Cf. St. Thomas, Op. x, A. 1, Op. x1, A. 13. CE. also in 
Chenu, Ardanges Mandonnel (1, ot) and VDestrez, JJ c- 
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reason is that every power which has size moves 
in its entirety, since it moves by the necessity 
of its nature. But an infinite power surpasses 
out of all proportion any finite power. Now the 
greater the power of the mover, the greater is 
the speed of the movement. Therefore, since a 
finite power moves in a determinate time, it fol- 
lows that an infinite power does not move in any 
time, for between one time and any other time 
there is some proportion. On the other hand, a 
power which is without size is the power of an 
intelligent being, which operates in its effects 
according to what is fitting to them; and there- 
fore, since it cannot be fitting for a body to be 
moved without time, it does not follow that it 
moves without time. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether God Moves the Created 
Intellect Immediately? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that God does not immediately 
move the created intellect. 

Objection 1, For the action of the intellect 
proceeds from that in which it resides. since it 
does not pass into external matter, as stated in 
the Mctaphysics.4 But the action of what is 
moved by another does not proceed from that 
in which it is, but from the mover Therefore 
the intellect is not moved by another; and so 
apparently God cannot move the created intel- 
lect. 

Obj. 2. Further, anything which has in itself a 
sufficient principle of movement is not moved 
by another Eut the movement of the intellect 
is its act of understanding, in the sense in which 
we say that to understand or to feel is a kind of 
movement, as the Philosopher says.® But the in- 
tellectual light which js natural to the soul is a 
sufficient principle of understanding. Therefore 
it is not moved by another. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the senses are moved by 
the sensible, so the inte"ect is moved by the in- 
telligible. But God is not intelligible to us, and 
exceeds the capacity of our intellect. Therefore 
God cannot move our intellect. 

On the contrary, The teacher moves the in- 
tellect of the one taught. But it is written (Ps 
g3. 10) that God teaches man knowledge. 
Therefore God moves the human intellect. 

f answer that, As in corporeal movement that 
is called the mover which gives the form that is 
the principle of movement, so that is said to 
move the intellect which is the cause of the 
form that is the principle of the intellectual op- 
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eration, called the movement of the intellect. 
Now there is a twofold principle of intellectual 
operation in the intelligent being, one which is 
the intellectual] power itself, which principle ex- 
ists also in the one who understands in poten- 
tiality, and the other which is the principle of 
actual understanding, namely, the likeness of 
the thing understood in the one who under- 
stands. So a thing is said to move the intellect, 
whether it gives to him who understands the 
power of understanding, or impresses on him 
the likeness of the thing understood. 

Now God moves the created intellect in both 
ways. For He is the First immaterial Being, and 
since intellectuality is a result of immateriality, 
it follows that He is the First intelligent Being. 
Therefore since in each order the first is the 
cause of all that follows, we must conclude that 
from Him proceeds all intellectual power. In 
like manner, since He is the First Being, and all 
other beings pre-exist in Him as in their First 
Cause, it follows that they exist intelligibly in 
Him, after the mode of His own Nature. For as 
the intelligible types of everything exist first of 
all in God, and are derived from Him by other 
intellects in order that these may actually un- 
derstand, so also are they derived by creatures 
that they may subsist. Therefore God moves 
the created intellect in this way, since He gives 
it the power of understanding, whether natural, 
or superadded, and impresses on the created 
intellect the intelligible species, and main- 
tains and preserves both power and species in 
being. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intellectual operation is 
performed by the intellect in which it exists, as 
by a secondary cause; but it proceeds from God 
as from its first cause. For the power to under- 
stand is given by Him to the one who under- 
stands. 

Reply O67. 2. The intellectual light together 
with the likeness of the thing understood is a 
sufficient principle of understanding. but it is a 
secondary principle, and depends upon the First 
Principle. 

Reply Obj. 3. The intelligible moves our in- 
tellect, in so far aS, in a certain way, it impress- 
es on it its own likeness, by means of which the 
intellect is able to understand it. But the like- 
nesses which God impresses on the created in- 
tellect are not sufficient to enable the created in- 
tellect to understand Him through His Essence, 
as we have seen above (Q. XII, A. 2; Q. LVI, A. 
3). Hence He moves the created intellect, and 
yet He cannot be intelligible to it, as we have 
explained (Q. XII, A. 4). 
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ARTICLE 4. Whether God Can Move the 
Created Will? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that God cannot move the created 
will. 

Objection. 1. For whatever is moved from 
without, is forced. But the will cannot be forced. 
Therefore it is not moved from without. And 
therefore cannot be moved by God. 

Obj. 2. Further, God cannot make contradic- 
tories to be true at the same time. But this 
would follow if He moved the will, for to be 
voluntarily moved means to be moved from 
within, and not by another. Therefore God can- 
not move the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, movement is attributed to 
the mover rather than to the one moved. There- 
fore homicide is not ascribed to the stone, but 
to the thrower. Therefore, if God moves the 
will, it follows that voluntary actions are not 
imputed to man for reward or blame. But this is 
false. Therefore God does not move the will. 

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2.13): 7? 
is God who worketh in us (Vulgate,—you) both 
to will and to accomplish. 

I answer that, As the intellect is moved by 
the object and by the giver of the power of un- 
derstanding, as stated above (A. 3). so is the 
will moved by its object, which is the good, and 
by Him who creates the power of willmg Now 
the will can be moved by some good as its ob- 
ject, but sufficiently and efficaciously by God 
alone. For nothing can move a movable thing 
sufficiently unless the active power of the mov- 
er surpasses or at least equals the passive power 
of the thing movable. Now the passive power of 
the will extends to the universal good, for its ob- 
ject is the universal good, just as the object of 
the intellect is universal being But every cre- 
ated good is some particular good. God alone is 
the universal good. Therefore He alone fills the 
capacity of the will, and moves it sufficiently as 
its object. In like manner the power of willing 
is caused by God alone. For to will is nothing 
but to be inclined towards the object of the will, 
which is universal good. But to incline towards 
the universal good belongs to the First Mover, 
to Whom the ultimate end is proportioned; just 
as in human affairs to him that presides over the 
community belongs the directing of his subjects 
to the common good. Therefore in both ways it 
belongs to God to move the will, but especially 
in the second way by inclining it in an interior 
way. 

Reply Obj. 1. A thing moved by another is 
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forced if moved against its own inclination; but 
if it is moved by another giving to it its own in- 
clination, it is not forced. For example, when a 
heavy body is made to move downwards by that 
which produced it, it is not forced. In like man- 
ner God, while moving the will, does not force 
it, because He gives the will its own inclination. 

Reply Obj. 2. To be moved voluntarily is to 
be moved from within, that is, by an interior 
principle. Yet this interior principle may be 
caused by an exterior principle, and so to be 
moved from within is not contrary to being 
moved by another. 

Reply Obj. 3. If the will were so moved by 
another as in no way to be moved from within 
itself, the act of the will would not be held ac- 
countable for reward or blame. But since its 
being moved by another does not prevent its be- 
ing moved from within itself, as we have stated 
(ad 2), it does not thereby forfeit the reason 
for merit or demerit. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether God Works in Every 
Agent? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that God does not work in every 
agent. 

Objection 1. For we must not attribute any 
insufficiency to God. If therefore God works in 
every agent, He works sufficiently in each one. 
Hence it would be superfluous for the created 
agent to work at all. 

Obj. 2. Further, the same work cannot pro- 
ceed at the same time from two sources, just as 
neither one and the same movement can belong 
to two movable things. Therefore if the crea- 
ture’s operation is from God operating in the 
creature, it cannot at the same time proceed 


from the creature. And so no creature works at : 


all. 

Vbj. 3. Further, the maker is the cause of the 
operation of the thing made, as giving it the 
form by which it operates. Therefore, if God is 
the cause of the operation of things made by 
Him, this would he in so far as He gives them 
the power of operating. But this is in the be- 
ginning, when He makcs them. Thus it seems 
that God does not operate any further in the 
operating creature. 

On the contrary, It is written (Isa. 26. 12): 
Lord, Thou hast wrought all cur works in (Vul- 
gate,—for) us. 

I answer that, Some have understood God to 
work in every agent in such a way that no cre- 
ated power has any effect in things. but that 
God alone is the immediate cause of everything 
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wrought ;! for instance, that it is not fire that gives 
heat, but God in the fire, and so forth. But this 
is impossible. First, because the order of cause 
and effect would be taken away from created 
things. This would imply lack of power in the 
Creator, for it is due to the power of the cause 
that it bestows active power on its effect. Sec- 
ondly, because the active powers which are seen 
to exist in things would be bestowed on things 
to no purpose if these wrought nothing through 
them. Indeed, all things created would seem, in 
a way, to be purposeless if they lacked an op- 
eration proper to them, since the purpose of ev- 
erything is its operation. For the less perfect is 
always for the sake of the more perfect. And 
consequently as the matter is for the sake of 
the form, so the form which is the first act, is 
for the sake of its operation, which is the sec- 
ond act; and thus operation is the end of the 
creature. We must therefore understand that 
God works in things in such a manner that 
things nevertheless have their proper operation. 
In order to make this clear, we must observe 
that although there are four kinds of causes, 
matter js not a principle of action, but is the 
subject that receives the effect of action. On the 
other hand, the end, the agent, and the form, are 
principles of action, but in a certain order. For 
the first principle of action is the end, which 
moves the agent; the second is the agent: the 
third is the form of that which the agent applies 
to action (although the agent also acts through 
its own form), as may be clearly seen in things 
made by art. For the craftsman is moved to ac- 
tion by the end, which is the thing wrought, for 
instance a chest or a bed; and applies to action 
the axe which cuts through its being sharp. 
Thus then does God work in every worker, 
according to these three things. First as an end. 
For since every operation is for the sake of 
some good, real or apparent, and since nothing 
is good either really or apparently, except in as 
far as it participates in a likeness to the Su- 
preme Good. which is God, it follows that God 
Himself is the cause of every operation as its 
end. Again it is to be observed that where there 
ure several agents in order, the second always 
acts in virtue of the first, for the first agent 
moves the second to act. And thus all agents act 
in virtue of God Himself, and in this way He is 
the cause of action in every agent. Thirdly, we 
must observe that God not only moves things to 
operate, by applying as it were their forms and 
powers to operation, just as the workman ap- 
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plies the axé to cut (who nevertheless often- 
times does not give the axe its form), but He 
also gives created agents their forms and pre- 
serves them in being. Therefore He is the cause 
of action not only by giving the form which is 
the principle of action, as the generator is said 
to be the cause of movement in things heavy 
and light, but also as preserving the forms and 
powers of things, just as the sun is said to be 
the cause of the manifestation of colours, since 
it gives and preserves the light by which colours 
are made manifest. And since the form of a 
thing is within the thing, and all the more as it 
approaches nearer to the First and Universal 
Cause, and hecause in all things God Himself is 
properly the cause of universal being which is 
innermost in all things, it follows that in all 
things God works inwardly. For this reason in 
Holy Scripture the operations of nature are at- 
tributed to God as operating in nature, accord- 
ing to Job 10. 11: Thou hast clothed me with 
skin and flesh: Thou hast put me together with 
bones and sinews. 

Reply Obj. 1. God works sufficiently in things 
as First Agent. but it does not follow from this 
that the operation of secondary agents is super- 
fluous. 

Reply Obj. 2. One action does not proceed 
from two agents of the same order. But nothing 
hinders the same action from proceeding from a 
primary and a secondary arent. 

Reply Obj. 3. God not only gives things their 
form, but He also preserves them in being, and 
applies them to act, and is moreover the end of 
every action, as explained above. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether God Can Do Anything 
Outside the Established Order of Things? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that God cannot do anything out- 
side the established order of nature. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (Contra Faust. 
xxvi, 3)! says: “God the Maker and Creator of 
each nature, does nothing against nature.” But 
that which is outside the natural order seems to 
be against nature. Therefore God can do noth- 
ing outside the natural order. 

Obj. 2. Further, as the order of justice is 
from God, so is the order of nature. But God 
cannot do anything outside the order of justice, 
for then He would do something unjust. There- 
fore He cannot do anything outside the estab- 
hshed order of things. 

Obj. 3. Further, God established the order of 
nature. Therefore if God does anything outside 

1 PL 42, 480. 
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the order of nature, it would seem that He is 
changeable, which cannot be said. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Foss: 

xxvi, bd.) :? “God sometimes does things which 
are contrary to the ordinary course of nature.” 

i answer that, From each cause there results 
a certain order to its effects, since every cause is 
a principle. And so, according to the multiplicity 
of causes, there results a multiplicity of orders, 
subjected one to the other, as cause is subjected 
to cause. And so a higher cause is not subjected 
to a cause of a lower order, but conversely. An 
example of this may be seen in human affairs. 
On the father of a family depends the order of 
the household, which order is contained in the 
order of the city, which order again depends on 
the ruler of the city, while this last order de- 
pends on that of the king, by whom the whole 
kingdom is ordered. 

If therefore we consider the order of things 
depending on the first cause, God cannot do 
anything against this order; for, if He did so, 
He would act against His foreknowledge, or His 
will, or His goodness. But if we consider the or- 
der of things depending on any secondary cause, 
then God can do something outside this order; 
for He is not subject to the order of secondary 
causes, but, on the contrary, this order is sub- 
ject to Him. as procecding from Him, not by a 
natural necessity, but by the choice of His own 
will, for He could have created another order of 
things. Therefore God can do something outside 
this order created by Him, when He chooses, 
for instance by producing the effects of second- 
ary causes without them, or by producing cer- 
tain effects to which secondary causes do not 
extend. So Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxvi, 
ibid.): ‘God acts against the wonted course of 
nature, but by no means does He act against the 
supreme law, because He does not act against 
Himself.” 

Reply Obj. 1. In natural things something 
may happen outside this natural order in two 
ways. It may happen by the action of an agent 
which did not give them their natural inclina- 
tion; as, for example, when a man moves up- 
wards a heavy body, which does not owe to him 
its natural inclination to move downwards; and 
that would be against nature. It may also hap- 
pen by the action of the agent on whom the nat- 
ural inclination depends; and this is not against 
nature, as is clear in the ebb and flow of the 
tide, which is not against nature, although it 
is against the natural movement of water in a 
downward direction, for it is owing to the influ- 

2PL 42, 481. 
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ence of a heavenly body, on which the natural 
inclination of lower bodies depends. Therefore 
since the order of nature is given to things by 
God, if He does anything outside this order, it 
is not against nature. And so Augustine says 
(ibid.): “That is natural to each thing which is 
caused by Him from Whom is all measure, num- 
ber, and order in nature.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The order of justice arises by 
relation to the First Cause, Who is the rule of 
all justice; and therefore God can do nothing 
against this order. 

Reply Obj. 3. God fixed a certain order in 
things in such a way that at the same time He 
reserved to Himself whatever He intended to do 
otherwise than by a particular cause. So when 
He acts outside this order, He does not change. 


ArTIcLe 7. Whether Whatever God Does 
Outside the Natural Order Is Miraculous? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that not everything which God does 
outside the natural order of things is miracu- 
lous. 

Objection 1. For the creation of the world, 
and of souls, and the justification of the un- 
righteous, are done by God outside the natural 
order, for they are not accomplished by the ac- 
tion of any natural cause. Yet these things are 
not called miracles. Therefore not everything 
that God does outside the natural order is a mir- 
acle. 

Obj. 2. Further, a miracle is “something dif- 
ficult, which seldom occurs. surpassing the pow- 
er of nature, and going so far beyond our hopes 
as to compel our astonishment.’”! But some 
things outside the order of nature are not diff- 
cult, for they occur in small things, such as the 
recovery of jewels and the healing of the sick. 
Nor are they of rare occurrence, since they 
happen frequently, as when the sick were placed 
in the streets, to be healed by the shadow of 
Peter (Acts 5. 15). Nor do they surpass the 
power of nature, as when people are cured of a 
fever. Nor are they beyond our hopes, since we 
all hope for the resurrection of the dead, which 
nevertheless will be outside the course of na- 
ture. Therefore not all things that are outside 
the course of nature are miraculous. 

Obj. 3. Further, the word miracle is derived 
from admiration. Now «dmiration concerns 
things manifest to the senses. But sometimes 
things happen outside the order of nature, which 
are not manifest to the senses, as when the 
Apostles were endowed with knowledge without 
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studying or being taught. Therefore not every- 
thing that occurs outside the order of nature is 
miraculous, 

On the contrary, Augustine says( Contra Faust. 
xxvi, 3):7 “Where God does anything against 
that order of nature which we know and are ac- 
customed to observe, we call it a miracle.” 

I answer that, The word miracle is derived 
from admiration, which arises when an effect is 
manifest, and its cause is hidden, as when a 
man sees an eclipse of the sun without knowing 
its cause, as the Philosopher says in the begin- 
ning of his Metaphysics’ Now the cause of 
an effect which makes its appearance may be 
known to one, but unknown to others. And so a 
thing is wonderful to one man, and not at all to 
others; as an eclipse is to a rustic, but not to an 
astronomer. Now a miracle is called so as being 
full of wonder, and as having a cause abso- 
lutely hidden from all; and this cause is God. 
Therefore those things which God does out- 
side those causes which we know, are called 
miracles. 

Reply Obj. 1. Creation, and the justification 
of the unrighteous, though done by God alone, 
are not, properly speaking, miracles, because 
they are not of a nature to proceed from any 
other cause. So they do not occur outside the 
order of nature, since they do not belong to that 
order. 

Reply Obj. 2 A difficult thing is called a mir- 
acle not on account of the excellence of the 
thing in which it is done, but because it sur- 
passes the nower of nature: likewise a thing is 
called unusual not because it does not often 
happen, but because it is outside the usual nat- 
ural course of things Furthermore, a thing is 
said to be above the power of nature not only 
by reason of the substance of the thing done. 
but also on account of the manner and order 
in which it is done. Again, a miracle is said 
to go beyond the hene of nature, not beyond 
the hope of grace, which hope comes from 
faith, by which we believe in the future resur- 
rection. 

Reply 0b]. 3. The knowledge of the Apostles, 
although not manifest in itself, yet was made 
manifest in its effect, from which it was shown 
to be wonderful. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether One Miracle Is Greater 
Than Another? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that one miracle is not greater than 
another. 
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Objection 1. For Augustine says (Epist. ad 
Volusian. cxxxvii):' “In miraculous deeds, the 
whole measure of the deed is the power of the 
doer.” But by the same power of God all mira- 
cles are done. Therefore one miracle is not 
greater than another. 

Obj. 2. Further, the power of God is infinite. 
But the infinite exceeds the finite beyond all 
proportion; and therefore no more reason exists 
to wonder at one of its effects than at another. 
Therefore one miracle is not greater than an- 
other. 

On the contrary, The Lord says, speaking of 
miraculous works (John 14. 12): The works 
that I do, he also shail do, and greater than these 
shall he do. 

I answer that, Nothing is called a miracle by 
comparison with the Divine Power, because 
no action is of any account compared with 
the power of God, according to Isa. 40. 15: 
Behold the Gentiles are as a drop from a 
bucket, and are counted as the smallest grain 
of a balance. But a thing is called a miracle 
by comparison with the power of nature 
which it surpasses. So the more the power 
of nature is surpassed, the greater is the 
miracle. 

Now the power of nature ts surpassed in three 
wavs First, in the substance of the deed, for in- 
stance, if two bodies occupy the same place, or 
if the sun goes hackwards, or if a human body 
is glorified. Nature is absolutely unable to do 
such things, and these hold the highest rank 
among miracles Secondly, a thing surpasses the 
power of nature not in the deed, but in that in 
which it is done, such as the raising of the dead, 
and giving sight to the blind, and the like. For 
nature can give life, but not to the dead, and 
nature can give sight. but not to the blind. And 
such hold the second rank in miracles. Thirdly, 
a thing surpasses nature’s power in the measure 
and order in which it is done, as when a man Is 
cured of a fever suddenly. without treatment or 
the usual process of nature; or as when the air 
is suddenly condensed into rain, by Divine pow- 
er without a natural cause, as occurred at the 
prayers of Samuel and Elias? And these hold 
the lowest place in miracles Moreover, each of 
these kinds has various degrees, according to the 
different ways in which the power of nature is 
surpassed. 

From this it is clear how to reply to the ob- 
jections, arguing as they do from the Divine 
power. 
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: QUESTION CVI 
How ONE CREATURE MOVES ANOTHER 
(In Four Articles\ 


WE next consider how one creature moves an- 
other. This consideration will be threefold. (1) 
How the angels who are purely spiritual crea- 
tures move; (2) How bodics move (Q. cxv); 
(3) How man moves, who is composed of a 
spiritual and a corporeal nature (Q. Cxyl1). 

Concerning the first point, there are three 
things to be considered: (1) How an angel acts 
on an angel; (2) How an angel acts on a cor- 
poreal nature (Q. cx); (3) How an angel acts on 
man (Q. CX). 

The first of these raises the question of the 
enlightenment and speech of the angels (Q. 
cvi1); and of their mutual ordering, both of the 
good and of the bad angels (Q. CvIIT; Q. CIX). 

Concerning their enlightenment there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether one angel moves 
the intellect of another by enlightenment? (2) 
Whether one angel moves the will of another? 
(3) Whether an inferior angel can enlighten a 
superior angel? (4) Whether a superior angel 
enlightens an infcrior angel in all that he knows 
himself? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether One Angel 
Enlightens Another? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that one angel does not enlighten 
another. 

Objection 1. For the angels possess now the 
same Happiness which we hope to obtain. But 
one man will not then enlighten another, ac- 
cording to Jer. 31. 34: They shall teach ne more 
every man his neighbour, and every man his 
brother. Therefore neither does an angel en- 
lighten another now. 

Obj. 2. Further, light in the angels is three- 
fold: of nature, of grace, and of glory. But an 
angel is enlightened in the light of nature, by the 
Creator; in the light of grace, by the Justifier; 
in the light of glory by the Beatifier; all of 
which comes from God. Therefore one angel 
does not enlighten another. 

Obj 3. Further, light is a form in the mind. 
But the rational mind is “informed by God 
alone, without created intervention,” as Augus- 
tine says (QQ. LXXXIII, gu. 51).° Therefore one 
angel does not enlighten the mind of another. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. 
viii)‘ that “the angels of the second hierarchy 
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are cleansed, enlightened and perfected by the 
angels of the first hierarchy.” ; 


I answer that, Orie angel enlightens another. 
To make this clear, we must observe that intel- 
lectual light is nothing else than a manifestation 
of truth, according to Eph. 5. 13: All that ts 
made manifest is light. Hence to enlighten 
means nothing else but to communicate to oth- 
ers the manifestation of the known truth; ac- 
cording to the Apostle (Eph. 3. 8): To me the 
least of all the saints is given this grace... to 
enlighten all men, that they may see what is the 
dispensation of the mystery which hath been 
hidden from eternity in God. Therefore one an- 
gel is said to enlighten another by manifesting 
the truth which he knows himself. Hence Dio- 
nysius says (Cel. Hier. vii):! “Theologians 
plainly show that the orders of the heavenly 
beings are taught Divine science by the higher 
minds.” 

Now since two things co-operate in under- 
standing, as we have said (9. cv, A. 3), namely, 
the intellectual power, and the likeness of the 
thing understood, and in both of these one angel 
can announce the known truth to another. First, 
by strengthening his intellectual power. For just 
as the power of an imperfect body is strength- 
ened by the neighbourhood of a more perfect 
body,—for instance, the less hot is made hotter 
by the presence of what is hotter, so the intel- 
lectual power of an inferior angel is strength- 
ened by the superior angel turning to him. For 
in spiritual things, for one thing to turn to 
another corresponds to neighbourhood in cor- 
poreal things. Secondly, one angel manifests the 
truth to another as regards the likeness of the 
thing understood. For the superior angel re- 
ceives the knowledge of truth by a kind of uni- 
versal conception, which the inferior angel’s 
intellect is not sufficiently powerful to seize, for 
it is natural to him to receive truth in a more 
particular manner. Therefore the superior angel 
distinguishes, in a way. the truth which he con- 
ceives universally, so that it can be grasped by 
the inferior angel; and thus he proposes it to his 
knowledge. Thus it is with us that the teacher, 
in order to adapt himself to others, divides into 
many points the knowledge which he possesses 
in the universal. This is thus expressed by ‘Di- 
onysius (Cel. Hier. xv):? “Every intellectual 
substance with providen: power divides and 
multiplies the uniform knowledge bestowed on 
it by one nearer to God, so as to lead its inferi- 
ors upwards by analogy.” 
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Reply Obj. 1. All the angels, both inferior and 
superior, see the Essence of God immediately, 
and in this respect one does not teach another. It 
is of this truth that the prophet speaks; and so 
he adds: They shall teach no more every man 
his brother, saying: Know the Lord: for all shall 
know Me, from the least of them even to the 
greatest, But all the types of the Divine works, 
which are known in God as in their cause, God 
knows in Himself, because He comprehends 
Himself; but of others who see God, each one 
knows the more types the more perfectly he sees 
God. Hence a superior angel knows more about 
the types of the Divine works than an inferior 
angel. and concerning these the former enlight- 
ens the latter; and as to this Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom, iv),* that the angels “are enlight- 
ened by the types of existing things.” 

Reply Obj. 2. An angel does not enlighten an- 
other by giving him the light of nature, grace, 
or glory, but by strengthening his natural light, 
and by manifesting to him the truth of things 
pertaining to the state of nature, of grace, and 
of glory, as explained above. 

Reply Obj. 3. The rational mind is formed im- 
mediately by God, either as the image from the 
exemplar, because it is made to the image of 
God alone; or as the subject by the ultimate per- 
fecting form. For the created mind is always 
considered to be unformed, unless it adheres to 
the first truth, while other kinds of enlighten- 
ment that proceed from man or angel are, as it 
were, dispositions to this ullimate form. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Onc Angel Moves 
Another Angel’s Will? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that one angel can move another 
angel’s will. 

Objection 1. Because, according to Dionysi- 
us.‘ as one angel enlightens another, so does he 
cleanse and perfect another. But cleansing and 
perfecting seem to belong to the will, for the 
former seems to point to the stain of sin which 
pertains to the will, while to be perfected is to 
obtain an end, which is the object of the will 
Therefore an angel can move another angel's 
will, 

Obj. 2. Further. as Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
vii)® that the names of the angels designate 
their properties. Now the Seraphim are called 
so because they kindle or give heat, and this is 
by love which belongs to the will. Therefore 
one angel moves another angel’s will. 
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Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that 
the higher appetite moves the lower. But as the 
intellect of the superior angel is higher, so also 
is his will. It seems, therefore, that the superior 
angel can change the will of another angel. 

On the contrary, To him it belongs to change 
the will to whom it belongs to bestow justice, 
for justice is the rightness of the will. But God 
alone bestows justice. Therefore one angel can- 
not change another angel’s will. 

I answer that, As was said above (a. cv, A. 4), 
the will is changed in two ways, on the part of 
the object, and on the part of the power. On the 
part of the object, both the good itself which is 
the object of the will moves the will, as the de- 
sirable object moves the appetite, and he who 
points out the object, as, for instance, one who 
proves something to be good. But as we have 
said above (7bid.), other goods in a measure 
incline the will, yet nothing sufficiently moves 
the will save the universal good, and that is God. 
And this good He alone shows, that it may be 
seen in its essence by the blessed, Who, when 
Moses asked: Show me Thy glory, answered: 
I will show thee all good (Exod. 33. 18, 19). 
Therefore an angel does not move the will suffi- 
ciently, either as the object or as showing the 
object. But he inclines the will as something lov- 
able, and as manifesting some created good 
ordered to God's goodness. And thus he can in- 
cline the will to the love of the creature or of 
God, by way of persuasion. 

But on the part of the power the will cannot 
be moved at all save by God. For the operation 
of the will is a certain inclination of the willer 
to the thing willed. And He alone can change 
this inclination Who bestowed on the creature 
the power to will; just as that agent alone can 
change the natural inclination which can give 
the power which the natural inclination follows. 
Now God alone gave to the creature the power 
to will, because He alone is the author of the 
intellectual nature. Therefore an angel cannot 
move arother angcl’s will 

Reply Obj. 1. Cleansing and perfecting are to 
be understood according to the mode of enlight- 
enment. And since God enlightens by changing 
the intellect and will, He cleanses by removing 
defects of intellect and will, and perfects ac- 
cording to the end of the intellect and will. But 
the enlightenment caused by an angel concerns 
the intellect, as explained above (a. 1). Therc- 
fore an angel is to be understood as cleansing 
from the defect of nescience in the intellect, 
and as perfecting by the achievement of the end 
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of the intellect, ‘and this is the knowledge of 
truth. Thus Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier, vi)? 
that ‘‘in the heavenly hierarchy the cleansing of 
the inferior essence is an enlightening on things 
unknown, that leads them to more perfect 
knowledge.” For instance, we might say that 
corporeal sight is cleansed by the removal of 
darkness, enlightened by the diffusion of light, 
and perfected by being brought to the knowl- 
edge of the coloured thing. 

Reply Obj. 2. One angel can induce another to 
love God by persuasion, as explained above. 

Reply Obj 3. The Philosopher speaks of the 
lower sensitive appetite, which can be moved by 
the superior intellectual appetite, because it 
belongs to the same nature of the soul, and 
because the inferior appetite is a power in a 
corporeal organ. But this does not apply to the 
angels. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether an Inferior Angel Can 
Enlighten a Superior Angel? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that an inferior angel can enlighten 
a superior angel. 

Objection 1. Yor the ecclesiastical hierarchy 
is derived from, and represents the heavenly 
hierarchy; and hence the heavenly Jerusalem 
is called our mother (Gal. 4. 26). But in the 
Church even superiors are enlightened and 
taught by their inferiors, as the Apostle says 
(I Cor. 14. 31): You may all prophesy one 
by one, that all may learn and all may be 
exhorted. Therefore, likewise in the heavenly 
hierarchy the superiors can be enlightened by 
inferiors. 

Obj. 2. Further, as the order of corporeal sub- 
stances depends on the will of God, so also does 
the order of spiritual substances. But, as was 
said above (Q. cv, A. 6), God sometimes acts 
outside the order of corporeal substances. 
Therefore he also sometimes acts outside the 
order of spiritual substances, by enlightening 
inferiors otherwise than through their superiors. 
Therefore in that way the inferiors enlightened 
by God can enlighten superiors. 

Obj. 3. Further, one angel enlightens the 
other to whom he turns, as was above explained 
(aA. 1). But since this turning to another is vol- 
untary, the highest angel can turn to the lowest, 
passing over the others. Therefore he can en- 
lighten him immediately, and thus the latter 
can enlighten his superiors. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says that “this is 
the Divine unalterable law, that inferior things 
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are led to God by the superior” (Cel. Hier. iv; 
Eccl. Hier. v)2 

I answer that, The inferior angels never en- 
lighten the superior, but are always enlightened 
by them. The reason is, because, as explained 
above (Q. cv, A. 6), one order is under another, 
as cause is under cause; and hence as cause is 
ordered to cause, so is order to order. Therefore 
there is no incongruity if at times something is 
done outside the order of the inferior cause to 
be ordered to the superior cause, as in human af- 
fairs the command of the lesser ruler is passed 
over from obedience to the prince. So it hap- 
pens that God works miraculously outside the 
order of corporeal nature in order that men may 
be ordered to the knowledge of Him. But the 
passing over of the order that is duc to spiritual 
substances in no way pertains to the ordering of 
men to God, since the angelic operations are not 
made known to us, as are the operations of sen- 
sible bodies. Thus the order which belongs to 
spiritual substances is never passed over by 
God, so that the inferiors are always moved by 
the superior, and not conversely. 

Reply Obj. 1. The ecclesiastical hierarchy 
imitates the heavenly in some degree. but not by 
a perfect likeness. For in the heavenly hierarchy 
the entire principle of order is nearness to God, 
so that those who are the nearer to God are the 
more sublime in degree, and more clear in 
knowledge; and on that account the superiors 
are never enlightened by the inferiors. But in 
the ecclesiastical hierarchy, sometimes those 
who are the nearer to God in sanctity are in the 
lowest degree, and are not outstanding in knowl- 
edge. And some also are eminent in one kind of 
knowledge, and fail in another. And on that ac- 
count superiors may be taught bv inferiors. 

Reply Obj. 2. As explained above, there is no 
similarity between what God does outside the 
order of corporeal nature, and that of spiritual 
nature. Fence the argument does not hold 

Reply Obj. 3. An angel turns voluntarily to 
enlighten another angel, but the angel’s will is 
always regulated by the Divine law which es- 
tablished the order in the angels. 


ARTICLE 4 Whether the Superior Angel 
Enlightens the inferior As Regards 
All He Himself Knows? 

We procced thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the superior angel docs not en- 
lighten the inferior concerning all he himself 
knows. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
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xii),? that the superior angels have a more uni- 
versal knowledge, and the inferior a more par- 
ticular and inferior knowledge. But more is con- 
tained under a universal knowledge than under 
a particular knowledge. Therefore not all that 
the superior angels know is known by the in- 
ferior throuch the enlightenment by the former. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Master of the Sentences 
says (11, x1)* that the superior angels had long 
known the Mystery of the Incarnation, but that 
the inferior angels did not know it until it was 
accomplished. Thus we find that on some of the 
angels inquiring, as it were, in ignorance: Who 
is this King of glory? other angels, who knew, 
answered: The Lord of Hosts, He is the King of 
glory, as Dionysius expounds (Cel. Hier. vii).* 
But this would not be if the superior angels 
enlightened the inferior concerning all they 
know themselves. Therefore they do not do so. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the superior angels en- 
lighten the inferjor about all they know, noth- 
ing that the superior angels know would be un- 
known to the inferior angels Therefore the su- 
perior angels could communicate nothing more 
to the inferior, which appears open to objection. 
Therefore the superior angels enlighten the in- 
ferior in all things 

On the contrary, Gregory says:' “In that 
heavenly country, though there are some excel- 
lent gifts, yet nothing is held individually.” 
And Dionysius says: ‘‘Each heavenly essence 
communicates to the inferior the understanding 
derived from the superior” (Cel. Hier. xv) 
as quoted ahove (A. 1). 

I answer that, Every creature participates in 
the Divine gocdness, so as to diffuse the good it 
possesses to others, for it is of the nature of 
good to communicate itself to others. Hence 
also corporeal agents give their likeness to 
others so far as they can. So the more an agent 
is established in the share c° the Divine good- 
ness, s0 much the more does it strive to trans- 
mit its perfections to others as far as possible. 
Hence the Blessed Peter admonishes those who 
by grace share in the Divine goodness, saying: 
As every man hath received grace, ministering 
tke same one to another; as good stewards of 
the manifold grace of God (I Pet 4. 10). Much 
more therefore do the holy angels. who enjoy 
the fulness of participation of the Divine good- 
ness Impart the same to those below them. 
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Nevertheless this gift is not received so excel- 
lently by the inferior as by the superior angels, 
and therefore the superior always remain in a 
higher order, and have a more perfect knowl- 
edge, just as the master understands the same 
thing more fully than the pupil who learns from 
him. 

Reply Obj. 1. The knowledge of the superior 
angels is said to be more universal as regards 
the more eminent mode of understanding. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Master’s words are not to 
be so understood as if the inferior angels were 
entirely ignorant of the Mystery of the Incarna- 
tion, but that they did not know it as fully as 
the superior angels, and that they progressed in 
the knowledge of it afterwards when the Mys- 
tery was accomplished. 

Reply Obj. 3. Till the Judgment Day some 
new things are always being revealed by God to 
the highest angels concerning the course of the 
world, and especially the salvation of the elect. 
Hence there is always something for the su- 
perior angels to make known to the inferior. 


QUESTION CVIL 
THE SPEECH OF THE ANGELS 
(In Five Articles) 


WE now consider the speech of the angels. Here 
there are five points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
one angel speaks to another? (2) Whether the 
inferior speaks to the superior. (3) Whether an 
angel speaks to God? (4) Whether the angelic 
speech is subject to local distance? (5) Whether 
the speech of one angel to another is known to 
all? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether One Angel Speaks to 
Another? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that one angel does not speak to another. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says (Moral. xviii)! 
that. in the state of the resurrection “each one’s 
body will not hide his mind from his fellows.” 
Much less, therefore, is one angel’s mind hid- 
den from another. But speech manifests to an- 
other what lies hidden in the mind. Therefore 
it is not necessary that one angel should speak 
to another. 

Obj. 2. Further, speech is twofold: interior, 
whereby one speaks to oneself, and exterior, 
whereby one speaks to another. But exterior 
speech takes place by some sensible sign, as by 
voice, or gesture, or some bodily member, as the 
tongue, or the fingers, and this cannot apply to 
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the angels. Therefore one angel does not speak 
to another. 

Obj. 3. Further, the speaker incites the hearer 
to listen to what he says. But it does not appear 
that one angel incites another to listen, for this 
happens among us by some sensible sign. There- 
fore one angel does not speak to another. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (I Cor. 13. 
1): If I speak with the tongues of men and of 
angels. 

I answer that, The angels speak in a certain 
way. But, as Gregory says (Moral. ii) :? “It is 
fitting that our mind, rising above the properties 
of bodily speech, should be lifted to the sub- 
lime and unknown ways of interior speech.” 

To understand how one angel speaks to an- 
other, we must consider that, as we explained 
above (Q. LXxxlI, A. 4) when treating of the 
actions and powers of the soul, the will moves 
the intellect to its operation, Now an intelligible 
object is present to the intellect in three ways. 
First, habitually, or in the memory, as Augus- 
tine says (De Trin. xiv, 6, 7).’ Secondly, as ac- 
tually considered or conceived. Thirdly, as re- 
lated to something else. And it is clear that the 
intelligible object passes from the first to the 
second stage by the command of the will, and 
hence in the definition of habit these words oc- 
cur: “which anyone uses when he wills.’ So 
likewise the intelligible object passes from the 
second to the third stage by the will. For by the 
will the concept of the mind is ordered to some- 
thing else, as, for instance, either to the per- 
forming of an action, or to being made known to 
another. Now when the mind turns itself to the 
actual consideration of anv habitual knowledge, 
then a person speaks to himself: for the con- 
cept of the mind is called the interior word. 
And by the fact that the concept of the angelic 
mind is ordered to be made known to another 
by the will of the angel himself, the concept of 
one angel is made known to another; and in this 
way one angcl speaks to another For to speak to 
another means nothing other than to make 
known the mental concept to another. 

Reply Obj. 1. Our mental concept is hidden 
by a twofold obstacle. The first is in the will, 
which can retain the mental concept within, or 
can direct it externally. In this way God alone 
can see the mind of another, according to I Cor. 
2.11: What man knoweth the things of a man, 
but the spirit of a man that is in him? The other 
obstacle by which the mind of man is shut off 
from another one’s knowledge, comes from the 
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denseness of the body; and so it happens that 
even when the will directs the concept of the 
mind to make itself known, it is not at once 
made known to another, but some sensible sign 
must be used. Gregory alludes to this fact when 
he says (Moral. ii) :! “To other eyes we seem to 
stand aloof as it were behind the wall of the 
body; and when we wish to make ourselves 
known, we go out as it were by the door of the 
tongue to show what we really are.” But an 
angel has no such obstacle, and so he can make 
his concept known to another at once. 

Reply Obj. 2. External speech. made by the 
voice, is a necessity for us on account of the ob- 
stacle of the body. Hence it does not befit an 
angel, but only interior speech belongs to him; 
and this includes not only the interior speech 
by mental concept, but also its being ordered to 
another’s knowledge by the will. So the tongue 
of an angel is called metaphorically the angel’s 
power, whereby he manifests his concept. 

Reply Obj. 3. There is no need to draw the at- 
tention of the good angels, since they always see 
each other in the Word, for as one always sees 
the other, so he always sees what is ordered to 
himself. But because even in the state of nature 
they were able to speak to each other, and even 
now the bad angels speak to each other, we must 
say that the intellect is moved by the intelligible 
object just as sense is affected by the sensible 
object. Therefore, as sense is aroused by the 
sensible object, so the mind of an angel can be 
aroused to attention by some intelligible power. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Inferior Angel 
Specks to the Superior? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article; It 
would seem that the inferior angel does not 
speak to the superior. 

Objection 1. For on the text (I Cor. 13. 1), 
If I speak with the tongues of men and of an- 
gels, a gloss remarks’ that the speech of the 
angels is an enlightenment whereby the superior 
enlightens the inferior. But the inferior never en- 
lightens the superior, as was above explained 
(Q. cvt, A. 3). Therefore neither do the inferior 
speak to the superior. 

Obj. 2. Further, as was said above (Q. CVI, A. 
1), to enlighten means merely to make known 
to one being what is known to another, and this 
is to speak. Therefore to speak and to enlighten 
are the same. And so the same conclusion fol- 
lows. 
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Obj. 3. Further, Gregoty says (Moral. ii) :? 
“God speaks to the angels by the very fact. that 
He shows to their hearts His hidden and in- 
visible things.” But this is to enlighten them. 
Therefore, whenever God speaks, He enlight- 
ens. In the same way every angelic speech is an 
enlightening. Therefore an inferior angel can 
in no way speak to a superior angel. 

On. the contrery, According to the exposition 
of Dionysius (Cel. Hier. vii), the inferior an- 
gels said to the superior: Who is this King of 
Glory? (Ps. 23.10) 

I answer that, The inferior angels can speak 
to the superior. To make this clear, we must 
consider that every angelic enlightening is an 
angelic speech, but on the other hand, not every 
speech is an enlightening; because, as we have 
said (a. 1), for one angel to speak to another 
angel means nothing else but that by his own 
will he directs his concept in such a way that it 
becomes known to the other. Now what the 
mind conceives may be reduced to a twofold 
principle: to God Himself, Who is the first 
truth; and to the will of the one who under- 
stands, whereby we actually consider anything. 
But because truth is the light of the intellect, 
and God Himself is the rule of all truth, the 
manifestation of what is conceived by the mind, 
as depending on the first truth, is both speech 
and enlightenment as, for example, when one 
man says to another: “Heaven was created by 
God”’ or, “Man js an animal.” The manifesta- 
tion, however, of what depends on the will of 
the one who understands cannot be called an 
enlightenment, but is only a speech; for in- 
stance, when one says to another: “I wish to 
learn this; J wish to do this or that.” The rea- 
son is that the created will is not a light, nor a 
rule of truth, but participates of light. Hence to 
communicate what comes from the created will 
is not, as such, an enlightening For to know 
what you may will, or what «ou may understand, 
does not belong to the perfection of my intel- 
lect, but only to know the truth in reality. 

Now it is clear that the angels are called su- 
peric‘r or inferior by comparison with this prin- 
ciple, God; and therefore enlightenment, which 
“depends on the principle which is God, is con- 
veyed only by the superior angels to the in- 
ferior. But as regards the will as the principle, 
he who wills is first and supreme, and therefore 
the manifestation of what belongs to the will is 
conveyed to others by the one who wills. In that 
manner both the superior angels speak to the 
inferior, and the inferior speak to the superior. 
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From this the replies to the first and second 
objections clearly appear.: > ' 

Reply Obj. 3. Every speech of God to the an- 
gels is an enlightening because, since the will of 
God is the rule of truth, it pertains to the perfec- 
tion and enlightenment of the created mind to 
know even what God wills. But the same does 
not apply to the will of the angels, as was ex- 
plained above. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether an Angel Speaks to God? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that an angel does not speak to God. 

Objection 1. For speech makes known some- 
thing to another. But an angel cannot make 
known anything to God, who knows all things. 
Therefore an angel does not speak to God. 

Obj. 2. Further, to speak is to order the con- 
cept of the intellect in reference to another, as 
was shown above (A. 1). But an angel always or- 
ders his mental concept to God. So if an angel 
speaks at any time to God, he always speaks to 
God; which in some way appears to be unreas- 
onable, since an angel sometimes speaks to an- 
other angel. Therefore it seems that an angel 
never speaks to God. 

On the contrary, 1t is written (Zach. 1. 12): 
The angel of the Lord answered and said: O 
Lord of hosts, how long wilt Thou not have 
mercy on Jerusalem, Therefore an angel speaks 
to God. 

I answer that, As was said above (AA. 1, 2), 
the angel speaks by ordering his mental concept 
to something else. Now one thing is ordered to 
another in a twofold manner. In one way for 
the purpose of giving one thing to another. as in 
natural things the agent is ordered to the pa- 
tient, and in human speech the teacher is or- 
dered to the learner. And in this sense an angel 
in no way speaks to God either of what concerns 
the truth. or of whatever depends on the created 
will, because God is the principle and source of 
all truth and of all will. In another way one 
thing is ordered to another to receive something. 
as in natural things the passive is ordered to the 
agent, and in human speech the disciple to the 
master. And in this way an angel speaks to God, 
either by consulting the Divine will of what 
ought to be done, or by admiring the Divine 
excellence which he can never comprehend. 
Thus Gregory says (Moral. ii)' that “the angels 
speak to God, when by contemplating what is 
above themselves they mise to a movement of 
admiration.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Speech is not always for the 
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purpose of making something known to an- 
other, but is sometimes finally ordered to the 
purpose of manifesting something to the speaker 
himself, as when the disciples ask instruction 
from the master. 

Reply Obj. 2. The angels are always speaking 
to God in 'the sense of praising and admiring 
Him and His works; but they speak to Him by 
consulting Him about what ought to be done 
whenever they have to perform any new work, 
concerning which they desire enlightenment. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Local Distance 
Influences the Angelic Speech? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that local distance affects the an- 
gelic speech. 

Objection 1. For as Damascene says (De Fid. 
Orth. 1,13):? “An angel works where he is.” But 
speech is an angelic operation. Therefore, as an 
angel is in a determinate place, it seems that an 
angel’s speech is limited by the bounds of that 
place. 

Obj. 2. Further, a speaker cries out on ac- 
count of the distance of the hearer. But it is said 
of the Seraphim that they cried one to another 
(Isa. 6. 3). Therefore in the angelic speech local 
distance has some effect. 

On the contrary. It is said that the rich man in 
hell spoke to Abraham, notwithstanding the lo- 
cal distance (Luke 16. 24). Much less therefore 
does loca] distance impede the speech of one 
angel to another. 

I answer that, The angelic speech consists in 
an intellectual operation, as explained above 
(AA 1, 2, 3). And the intellectual operation of 
an angel abstracts from place and time. For 
even our own intellectual operation takes place 
by abstraction from the here and now, except 
accidentally on the part of the phantasms, which 
do not exist at all in an angel. But as regards 
whatever is abstracted from place and time, 
neither difference of time nor local distance has 
any influence whatever. Hence in the angelic 
speech local distance is no impediment. 

Reply Obj. 1. The angelic speech, as above 
explained (A. 1, Ans. 2). is interior. but per- 
ceived. nevertheless, by another; and therefore 
it exists in the angel who speaks, and conse- 
quently where the angel is who speaks. But just 
as local distance does not prevent one angel see- 
ing another, so neither does it prevent an angel 
perceiving what is ordered to him on the part of 
another. And this is to perceive his speech. 

Reply Obj. 2. The cry mentioned is not a 
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bodily voice raised by reason of the local dis- 
tance, but is taken to signify the importance of 
what is said, or the intensity of the affection, ac- 
cording to what Gregory says (Moral. ii):? 
“The less one desires, the less one cries out.” 


ARTICLE 5. Whether All the Angels Know 
What One Speaks to Another? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that all the angels know what one 
speaks to another. 

Objection 1. For unequal local distance is the 
reason why al] men do not know what one man 
says to another. But in the angelic speech local 
distance has no effect, as above explained (A. 
4). Therefore all the angels know what one 
speaks to another, 

Obj. 2. Further, all the angels have the intel- 
lectual power in common. So if the mental con- 
cept of one ordered to another is known by one, 
it is for the same reason known by all. 

Obj. 3. Further, enlightenment is a kind of 
speech. But the enlightenment of one angel 
by another extends to all the angels, because, as 
Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. xv) :? “Each one of 
the heavenly essences communicates what he 
learns to the others.” Therefore the speech of 
one angel to another extends to all. 

On the contrary, One man can speak to an- 
other alone; much more can this be the case 
among the angels. 

I answer that, As above explained (AA. 1, 2), 
the mental concept of one angel can be perceived 
by another when the angel who possesses the 
concept refers it by his will to another Now 
a thing can be ordered through some cause to 
one thing and not to another. Consequently the 
concept of one (angel) may be known by one 
and not by another. And therefore an angel can 
perceive the speech of one angel to another while 
others do not, not through the obstacle of local 
distance, but on account of the will so ordering, 
as explained above (AA. I, 2). 

From this appear the replies to the first and 
second objections. 

Reply O67. 3. Enlightenment is of those 
truths that emanate from the first rule of truth, 
which is the principle common to all the angels; 
and in that way enlightenments are common to 
all. But speech may be of sornething ordered 
to the principle of the created will, which is 
proper to each angel. And in this way it is not 
necessary that these speeches should be com- 
mon to all. 
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QUESTION CVIII 
OF THE ANGELIC DEGREES OF 
HIERARCHIES AND ORDERS 
(in Eight Articles) 


WE next consider the degrees of the angels in 
their hierarchies and orders; for it was said 
above (Q. CVI, A. 3), that the superior angels en- 
lighten the inferior angels: and not conversely. 

Under this head there are eight points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether all the angels belong to one 
hierarchy? (2) Whether in one hierarchy there 
is only one order? (3) Whether in one order 
there are many angels? (4) Whether the distinc- 
tion of hierarchies and orders is natural? (5) 
Of the names and properties of each order. (6) 
Of the comparison of the orders to one another. 
(7) Whether the orders will outlast the Day of 
Judgment? (8) Whether men are taken up into 
the angelic orders? 


ArvTicte 1. Whether All the Angels Are 
of One Hierarchy? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that all the angels belong to one hierarchy. 

Objection 1. For since the angels are supreme 
among creatures, it is evident that they are or- 
dered for the best. But the best ordering of a 
multitude is for it to be governed by one author- 
ity, as the Philosopher shows *® Therefore as a 
hierarchy is nothing but a sacred principality, it 
seems that all the angcls belong to one hier- 
archy. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Cel. Hier, 
iii)‘ that “hierarchy is order, knowledge, and 
action.’ But all the angels agree in one order 
towards God, Whom they know, and by Whom 
in their actions they are ruled. Therefore all 
the angels belong to one hierarchy. 

Obj. 3. Further, the sacred principality called 
hierarchy is to be found atuong men and angels. 
But all men are of one hierarchy. Therefore 
likewise all the angels are of one hicrarchy. 

On the contrary, Dionysius (Cel. Hier. vi)§ 
distinguishes three hierarchics of angels. 

I answer that, Hierarchy means a sacred 
principality, as above explained (obj. 1). Now 
principality includes two things: the ruler him- 
self and the multitude ordered under the ruler. 
Therefore because there is one God, the ruler 
not only of all the angels but also of men and 
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all creatures; so there is one hierarchy, not only 
of all the angels, but also of all rational crea- 
tures. who can be participators of sacred things, 
according as Augustine says,! “There are two 
cities, that is, two societies, one of the good an- 
gels and men, the other of the wicked.” But if 
we consider the principality on the part of the 
multitude ordered under the ruler, then princi- 
pality is said to be one according as the multi- 
tude can be subject in one way to the govern- 
ment of the ruler. And those that cannot be gov- 
erned in the same way by a ruler belong to dif- 
ferent principalities. Thus, under one king there 
are different cities, which are governed by differ- 
ent laws and administrators. Now it is evident 
that men do not perceive the Divine enlighten- 
ments in the same way as do the angels; for the 
angels receive them in their intelligible purity, 
whereas men receive them under sensible like- 
ness, as Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. 1). There 
fore there must be a distinction between the 
human and the angelic hierarchy. 

In the same manner we distinguish three an- 
gelic hierarchies. For it was shown above (a. Lv, 
A. 3), in treating of the angelic knowledge, that 
the superior angels have a more universal know!l- 
edge of the truth than the inferior angels. This 
universal knowledge has three grades among the 
angels. For the types of things, concerning 
which the angels are enlightened, can be con- 
sidered in a threefold manner. First as proceed- 
ing from God as the first universal principle. 
And this mode of knowledge helongs to the first 
hierarchy, connected immediately with God, 
and, “as it were, placed in the vestibule of God,” 
as Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. vii).2 Secondly, 
according as these types depend on the univer- 
sal created causes which in some way are al- 
ready multiplied; and this mode belongs to the 
second hierarchy. Thirdly. according as these 
types are applied to particular things as depend- 
ing on their causes; and this mode belongs to the 
lowest hierarchy. All this will appear more 
clearly when we treat of each of the orders (A. 
6). In this way are the hierarchies distinguished 
on the part of the multitude of subjects. 

Hence it is clear that those err and speak 
against the meaning of Dionysius. For in the 
Divine Persons there exists, indeed, a natural 
order, but there is no hierarchical order, for as 
Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. iii).4 “The hier- 
archical order is so directed that some be 
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cleansed, enlightened, and perfected; and that 
others cleanse, enlighten, and perfect.” And 
far be it from us to apply this to the Divine 
Persons. 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection holds good as 
concerns the relation of the ruler to the princi- 
pality, since the multitude is best ruled by one 
ruler, as the Philosopher asserts in those pas- 
sages. 

Reply Obj. 2. As regards knowing God Him- 
self, Whom all see in one way—that is, in His 
Essense—there is no hierarchical distinction 
among the angels; but there is such a distinc- 
tion as regards the types of created things, as 
explained above. 

Reply Obj. 3. All men are of one species, and 
have one connatural mode of understanding, 
which is not the case in the angels. And hence 
the same argument does not apply to both. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Are Several 
Orders in One Hierarchy? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that in the one hierarchy there are 
not several orders. 

Objection 1. Yor when a definition is multi- 
plied, the thing defined is also multiplied. But 
hierarchy is order, as Dionysius says (Cal. 
Hier. iii). Therefore, if there are many orders, 
there is not one hierarchy only, but many. 

Obj. 2. Further, different orders are different 
grades, and grades among spirits are constituted 
by different spiritual gifts. But among the angels 
all the spiritual gifts are common to all, for 
amongst them nothing is possessed individually. 
Therefore there are not different orders of 
angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, in the ecclesiastical hierarchy 
the orders are distinguished according to the ac- 
tions of cleansing. enlightening, and perfecting. 
For the order of deacons is cleansing, the order 
of priests is enlightening, and of bishops per- 
fecting, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v).6 But 
each of the angels cleanses, enlightens, and 
perfects. Therefore there is no distinction of 
orders among the angcls. 

On the contrary. The Apostle says (Eph. 1. 
20, 21) that God has set the Man Christ above 
all princtpality and power, and virtue, and do- 
minion, which are the various orders of the an- 
gels, and some of them belong to one hierarchy, 
as will be explained (A. 6). 

I answer that, As explained above (A. 1), one 
hierarchy is one principality—that is, one multi- 
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tude ordered in one way under the governance 
of a ruler. Now such a multitude would not be 
ordered, but confused, if there were not in it 
different orders. So the nature of a hierarchy 
requires diversity of orders. 

This diversity of order arises from the di- 
versity of offices and actions, as appears in one 
city where there are different orders according 
to the different actions. For there is one order 
of those who judge, and another of those who 
fight, and another of those who labour in the 
fields, and so forth. 

But although one city thus comprises several 
orders, all may be reduced to three, when we 
consider that every multitude has a beginning, 
a middle, and an end. So in every city, a three- 
fold order of men is to be seen, some of whom 
are supreme, as the nobles; others are the last, 
as the common pcople, while others hold a place 
between these, as the middle-class (populus 
honorabilis). In the same way we find in each 
angelic hierarchy the orders distinguished ac- 
cording to their actions and offices, and all this 
diversity is reduced to three—namely, to the 
summit, the middle, and the base. And so in 
every hierarchy Dionysius places three orders 
(Cel. Hier. vi).? 

Reply Obj. 1. Order is twofold. In one way it 
is taken as the order comprehending in itself dif- 
ferent grades, and in that way a hierarchy is 
called an order. In another way one grade is 
called an order, and in that sense the several 
orders of one hierarchy are so called. 

Reply Obj. 2. All things are possessed in com- 
mon by the angelic society, some things, how- 
ever, being held more excellently by some than 
by others. Each gift is more perfectly possessed 
by the one who can communicate it than by the 
one who cannot communicate it; Just as the hot 
thing which can communicate heat is more per- 
fect than what is unable to give heat. And the 
more perfectly anyone can communicate a gift, 
the higher grade he occupies, as he is in the 
more perfect grade of mastership who can teach 
a higher science. By this likeness we can reckon 
the variety of grades or orders among the angels, 
according to their different offices and actions. 

Reply Ob7. 3. The inferior angel is superior 
to the highest man of our hierarchy, according 
to the words, He that is the less«r tn the king- 
dom of heaven, ts greater than he—namely, 
John the Baptist, than whom there hath not 
risen a greater among them that are born of 
women (Matt. 11. 11). Hence the lesser angel 
of the heavenly hierarchy can not only cleanse, 
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but also enlighten and perfect, and in a higher 
way than can the orders of our hierarchy. Thus 
the heavenly orders are not distinguished by rea- 
son of these, but by reason of other different acts. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Are Many 
Angels in One Order? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that there are not many angels in one or- 
der. 

Objection 1. For it was shown above (Q. L, A. 
4), that all the angels are unequal. But equals 
belong to one order. Therefore there are not 
many angels in one order. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is superfluous for a thing 
to be done by many which can be done suffi- 
ciently by one. But that which belongs to 
one angelic office can be done sufficiently by 
one angel, by so much the more sufficiently 
than the one sun does what belongs to the 
office of the sun, according as the angel is 
more perfect than a heavenly body. If, there- 
fore, the orders are distinguished by their 
offices, as stated above (A. 2), several angels in 
one order would be superfluous. 

Obj. 3. Further, it was said above (obj. 1), 
that all the angels are unequal. Therefore, if 
several angels (for instance, three or four), are 
of one order, the lowest one of the supcrior or- 
der will be more akin to the highest of the in- 
ferior order than with the highest of his own or- 
der. And thus he does not scem to be more of 
one order with the latter than with the former. 
Therefore there are not many angels of one or- 
der. 

On the contrary, It is written: The Seraphim 
cried to one another (Isa. 6. 3). Therefore there 
are many angels in the one order of the Sera- 
phim. 

I answer that, Whoever knows anything per- 
fectly is able to distinguisk its acts, powers, and 
nature, down to the minutest details, but he who 
knows a thing in an imperfect manner can only 
distinguish it In a general way, and only as re- 
gards a few points. Thus, one who knows natu- 
ral things imperfectly can distinguish their or- 


. ders in a general way. placing the heavenly bod- 


‘les in one order, inanimate inferior bodies in an- 
other, plants in another, and animals in another. 
But he who knows natural things perfectly is 
able to distinguish different orders in the heav- 
enly bodies themselves, and in each of the other 
orders. 

Now our knowledge of the angels is imper- 
fect. as Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. vi).2 Hence 
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we can only distinguish the angelic offices and 
orders in a general. way, so as to place many an- 
gels'in one order. But if we knew the offices and 
distinctions of the angels perfectly, we should 
know perfectly that each angel has his own of- 
fice and his own order among things, and much 
more so than any star, though this be hidden 
from us. 

Reply Obj. 1. All the angels of one order are 
in some way equal in a common likeness accord- 
ing to which they are placed in that order, but 
absolutely speaking they are not equal. Hence 
Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. x)! that in one and 
the same order of angels there are those who are 
first, middle, and last. 

Reply Obj. 2. That special distinction of or- 
ders and offices according to which each angel 
has his own office and order is hidden from us. 

Reply Obj. 3. As in a surface which is partly 
white and partly black the two parts on the bor- 
ders of white and black are more akin as regards 
their position than any other two white parts, 
but are less akin in quality. so two angels who 
are on the boundary of two orders are more akin 
in propinquity of nature than one of them is 
akin to the others of its own order, but less akin 
in their fitness for similar ofhces. which fitness, 
indeed, extends to a definite limit. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Distinction of 
Hierarchies and Orders Comes from 
the Angelic Nature? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the distinction of hierarchies 
and of orders is not from the nature of the 
angels. 

Objection 1. For hierarchy is a sacred princi- 
pality, and Dionysius places in its definition 
that “it approaches a resemblance to God, as 
far as may be” (Cel. Hier. iti).? But sanctity 
and resemblance to God is in the’angels by 
grace, and not by nature. Therefore the distinc- 
tion of hierarchies and orders in the angels is 
by grace, and not by nature. 

Obj. 2. Further, “the Seraphim are called 
burning or kindling,” as Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier, vii). This pertains to charity which 
comes not from nature but from grace; for it is 
poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost 
Who is given to us (Rom 5. 5), which is said 
not only of holy men, but also of the holy an- 
gels, as Augustine says.‘ Therefore the angelic 
orders are not from nature, but from grace. 
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Obj. 3. Further, the ecclesiastical hierarchy 
is copied from the heavenly. But the orders 
among men are not from nature, but by the gift 
of grace; for it is not a natural gift for one to 
be a bishop, and another a priest, and another a 
deacon. Therefore neither in the angels are the 
orders from nature, but from grace only. 

On the contrary, The Master says (ii, d, 9)5 
that an angelic order is a multitude of heavenly 
spirits who are likened to each other by some 
gift of grace, just as they agree also in the 
participation of natural gifts. Therefore the 
distinction of orders among the angels is 
not only by gifts of grace, but also by gifts of 
nature. 

I answer that, The order of government, 
which is the order of a multitude under author- 
ity, is derived from its end. Now the end of the 
angels may be considered in two ways. First, ac- 
cording to the power of nature, as, for example, 
that they may know and love God by natural 
knowledge and love; and according to their re- 
lation to this end the orders of the angels are 
distinguished by natural gifts. Secondly, the end 
of the angelic multitude can be taken from what 
is above their natural powers, which consists in 
the vision of the Divine Essence, and in the 
unchangeable enjoyment of His goodness, to 
which end they can reach only by grace. And 
hence as regards this end, the orders in the an- 
gels are adequately distinguished by the gifts of 
grace, but dispositively by natural gifts, because 
the angels are given gratuitous gifts according 
to the capacity of their natural gifts, which is 
not the case with men, as explained above (a. 
Lx, A. 6). Hence among men the orders are 
distinguished according to the gratuitous gifts 
only, and not according to natural gifts. 

From the above the replies to the objections 
are evident. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Orders of the 
Angels Are Properly Named? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the orders of the angels are not 
properly named. 

Objection 1. For all the heavenly spirits are 
called Angels and Virtues heavenly powers.® But 
common names should not be appropriated to 
individuals. Therefore the orders of the Angels 
and Virtues are ineptly named. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is proper to God alone to 
be Lord, according to the words, Know ye that 
the Lord He is God (Ps. 99. 3). Therefore one 
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order of the heavenly spirits is not properly 
called Dominations. 

Obj. 3. Further, the name Domination seems 
to imply government, and likewise the names 
Principalities and Powers. Therefore these three 
names do not seem to be properly applied to 
three orders. 

Obj. 4. Further, archangels are as it were 
princes of the angels. Therefore this name 
ought not to be given to any other order than to 
the Principalities. 

Obj. 5. Further, the name Seraphim is derived 
from ardour, which pertains to charity, and the 
name Cherubim from knowledge. But charity 
and knowledge are gifts common to all the an- 
gels. Therefore they ought not to be names of 
any particular orders, 

Obj. 6. Further, Thrones are seats. But from 
the fact that God knows and loves the rational 
creature He is said to sit within it. Therefore 
there ought not to be any order of Thrones be- 
sides the Cherubim and Seraphim. Therefore it 
appears that the orders of angels are not prop- 
erly named. 

On the contrary is the authority of Holy 
Scripture wherein they are so named. For the 
name Seraphim is found in Isaias 6. 2; the 
name Cherubim in Ezechiel 1. (cf. 10. 15, 20); 
Thrones in Colossians 1. 16; Dominations, Vir- 
tues, Powers, and Principalities are mentioned 
in Ephesians 1. 21; the name Archangels in the 
canonical epistle of St. Jude (9), and the name 
Angels is found in many places of Scripture. 

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
vii), in the names of the angelic orders it is 
necessary to observe that “the proper name of 
each order expresses its property.” Now to see 
what is the property of each order, we must con- 
sider that in ordered things something may be 
found in a threefold manner: by way of prop- 
erty, by way of excess, and by way of participa- 
tion. A thing is said to be in another by way of 
property if it is adequate and proportionate to 
its nature; by excess when an attribute is less 
than that to which it is attributed, but is pos- 
sessed thereby in an eminent manner, as we 
have stated (q. xt, A. 2) concerning all the 
names which are attributed to God; by partici- 
pation, when an attribute is possessed by some- 
thing not fully but partially—thus holy men are 
called gods by participation. Therefore, if any- 
thing is to be called by a name designating its 
property, it ought not to be named from what 
it participates imperfectly, nor from that which 
it possesses in excess, but from that which is 
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equal to it. For instance, when we wish properly 
to name a man, we should call him a rational 
substance, but not an intellectual substance, 
which is the proper name of an angel, because 
simple intelligence belongs to an angel as a 
property, and to a man by participation. Nor do 
we call him a sensible substance, which is the 
proper name of a brute animal; because sense is 
less than the property of a man, and belongs to 
man in a more excellent way than to other ani- 
mals. 

So we must consider that in the angelic or- 
ders all spiritual perfections are common to all 
the angels, and that they are all more abundant- 
ly in the superior than in the inferijor angels. 
Further, as in these perfections there are grades, 
the superior perfection belongs to the superior 
order as its property, but to the inferior by par- 
ticipation. And conversely the inferior perfec- 
tion belongs to the inferior order as its proper- 
ty, and to the superior by way of excess. And 
thus the superior order is named from the supe- 
rior perfection. 

So in this way Dionysius (Cel. Hier. vii)? 
explains the names of the orders according as 
they befit the spiritual perfections they signify. 
Gregory, on the other hand, in expounding these 
names (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.)* seems to re- 
gard more the exterior ministrations. For he 
says that “angels are called so as announcing 
the least things; and the archangels in the 
greatest: by the virtues miracles are wrought; 
by the powers hostile powers are repulsed: and 
the principalities preside over the good spirits 
themselves.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Ange] means messenger. So all 
the heavenly spirits, so far as they make known 
Divine things, are called angels. But the supe- 
Tior angels enjoy a certain excellence, as re- 
gards this manifestation, from which the supe- 
rior orders are named. The lowest order of an- 
gels possess no excellence above the common 
manifestation, and therefore it is named from 
manifestation only; and thus the common name 
remains as it were proper to the lowest order, as 
Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. v).4 Or we may say 

that the lowest order can be specially called the 
‘order of Angels because they announce things 
to us immediately. 

Virtue can be taken in two ways. First, com- 
monly, considered as the medium between the 
essence and the operation, and in that sense all 
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the heavenly spirits are called heavenly Vir- 
tues, as also “heavenly essences.”? Secondly, as 
meaning a certain excellence of strength; and 
thus it is the proper name of an angelic order. 
Hence Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. viii)? that 
“the name ‘virtues’ signifies a certain virile and 
immovable strength,” first, in regard of all those 
Divine operations which befit them, secondly, 
in regard to receiving Divine gifts. Thus it sig- 
nifies that they undertake fearlessly the Divine 
behests appointed to them; and this seems to 
imply strength of mind. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
xii) :? “Domination is attributed to God in a 
special manner, by way of excess: but the Di- 
vine word gives the more illustrious heavenly 
princes the name of Lord by participation, 
through whom the inferior angels reccive the 
Divine gifts.” Hence Dionysius also states (Cel. 
Hier. viii)‘ that “the name Domination means 
first a certain liberty, free from servile condi- 
tion and common subjection, such as that of 
plebeians, and from tyrannical oppression, en- 
dured sometimes even by the great. Secondly, it 
signifies a certain rigid and inflexible supremacy 
which does not bend to any servile act, or to the 
act of those who are subject to or oppressed by 
tyrants. Thirdly, it signifies the desire and par- 
ticipation of the true dominion which helongs 
to God.” Likewise the name of each order signi- 
fies the participation of what belongs to God, 
as the name Virtues signifies the participation 
of the Divine virtue; and the same principle ap- 
plies to the rest. 

Reply Obj. 3. The names Domination, Pow- 
er. and Principality belong to government in 
different ways The place of a lord is only to pre- 
scribe what is to he done. So Gregory says (7 
Evang. I, hom. xxviv),° that “some companies 
of the angels, because others are subject in obe- 
dience to them. are called dominations.” The 
name Power points out a kind of order, accord- 
ing to what the Apostle says, He that resisteth 
the power, resisteth the ordination of God 
(Rom. 13. 2). And so Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier, viii)® that the name Power signifies a kind 
of ordination both as regards the reception of 
Divine things, and as regards the Divine actions 
performed by superiors towards inferiors by 
leading them to things above. Therefore, to the 
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order of Powers it belongs to regulate what is to 
he done by those who are subject to them. “To 
preside (princtpart),” as Gregory says (loc. 
cit.) “is to be first among others,” as being first 
in carrying out what is ordered to be done. And 
so Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. ix)’ that the 
name of Principalities signifies one who leads in 
a sacred order. For those who lead others, being 
first among them, are properly called princes, 
according to the words, Princes went before 
joined with singers (Ps. 67. 26). 

Reply Obj. 4. The Archangels, according to 
Dionysius (Cal. Hier. ix), are between the 
Principalities and the Angels. A medium com- 
pared to one extreme seems like the other, as 
participating in the nature of both extremes: 
thus tepid seems cold compared to hot, and hot 
compared to cold. So the Archangels are called 
the angel princes, because they are princes as 
regards the Angels. and angels as regards the 
Principalities. But according to Gregory (loc. 
cit.) they are called “Archangels, because they 
preside over the one order of the Angels, an- 
nouncing as it were, great things. And the Prin- 
cipalities are called so as presiding over all the 
heavenly Virtues who fulfil the Divine com- 
mands.” 

Reply Obj. 5. The name Seraphim does not 
come from charity only, but from the excess of 
charity. expressed by the word ardour or fire. 
Hence Dionysius (Cel. Hier. vii)® expounds 
the name Seraphim according to the properties 
of fire, containing an excess of heat. Now in fire 
we may consider three things. First, the move- 
ment which is upwards and continuous. This sig- 
nifies that they are borne inflexibly towards 
God. Secondly, the active force which is heat, 
which is not found in fire absolutely, but exists 
with a certain acuity, as being of most penetrat- 
ing action, and reaching even to the smallest 
things, and as it were, with superabundant fer- 
vour. And by this is signified the action of these 
angels, exercised powerfully upon those who are 
subject to them, rousing them to a like fervour. 
and cleansing them wholly by their heat. Third- 
ly, we consider in fire its brightness, which sig- 
nifies that these angels have in themselves an 
inextinguishable light, and that they also per- 
fectly enlighten others. 

In the same way the name Cherubim comes 
from a certain excess of knowledge; hence it js 
interpreted fulness of knowledge. Dionysius 
(Cal. Hier. vii)!® expounds this in regard to 
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four things: the perfect vision of God; the full 
reception of the Divine Light; their contempla- 
tion in God of the beauty of the Divine order; 
and in regard to the fact that possessing this 
knowledge fully, they pour it forth copiously 
upon others. 

Reply Obj. 6. The order of the Thrones excels 
the inferior orders as having an immediate 
knowledge of the types of the Divine works. 
But the Cherubim have the excellence of knowl- 
edge and the Seraphim the excellence of ardour. 
And although these two excellent attributes in- 
clude the third, yet the gift belonging to the 
Thrones does not include the other two; and so 
the order of the Thrones is distinguished from 
the orders of the Cherubim and the Seraphim. 
For it is a common rule in all things that the ex- 
cellence of the inferior is contained in the supe- 
rior, but not conversely, But Dionysius (2b7d.) 
explains the name Thrones by its relation to ma- 
terial seats, in which we may consider four 
things. First, the site; because seats are raised 
above the earth, and so the angels who are 
called Thrones are raised up to the immediate 
knowledge of the types of things in God. Sec- 
ondly, because in material seats is displayed 
strength, since a person sits firmly on them. But 
here the reverse is the case, for the angels them- 
selves are made firm by God. Thirdly, because 
the seat receives him who sits there, and he 
can be carried upon it; and so the angels receive 
God in themselves, and in a certain way hear 
Him to the inferior creatures. Fourthly, because 
in its shape, a seat is open on one side to re- 
ceive the sitter; and thus are the angels prompt- 
ly open to receive God and to serve Him. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Grades of the 
Orders Are Properly Assigned? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the grades of the orders are not 
properly assigned. 

Objection 1. For the order of prelates is the 
highest. But the names of Dominations, Princi- 
palities, and Powers of themselves imply prece- 
dence. Therefore these orders ought to be su- 
preme. 

Obj, 2. Further, the nearer an order is to God, 
the higher it is. But the order of Thrones is the 
nearest to God; for nothing is nvarer to the sit- 
ter than the seat. Therefore the order of the 
Thrones is the highest. 

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge comes before 
love, and intellect is higher than will. Therefore 
the order of Cherubim seems to be higher than 
the Seraphim. 
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Obj. 4. Further, ‘Gregory (Jn Evang. 71, hom. 
xxxiv)! places the Principalities above the 
Powers. These therefore are not placed imme- 
diately above the Archangels, as Dionysius says 
(Cel. Hier, ix). 

On the contrary, Dionysius (zbéd. vi),* places 
in the highest hierarchy the Seraphim as the 
first, the Cherubim as the middle, the Thrones 
as the last; in the middle heirarchy he places the 
Dominations. as the first, the Virtues in the 
middie, the Powers last; in the lowest heirarchy 
the Principalities first, then the Archangels, and 
lastly the Angels. 

I answer that, The grades of the angelic or- 
ders are assigned by Gregory (loc. cit.) and Di- 
onysius (Cal. Hier. ibid.), who agree as regards 
all except the Principalities and Virtues. For Di- 
onysius places the Virtues beneath the Domina- 
tions, and above the Powers; the Principalities 
bencath the Powers and above the Archangels. 
Gregory, however, places the Principalities be- 
tween the Dominations and the Powers; and the 
Virtues between the Powers and the Archangels. 
Each of these placings may claim authority 
from the words of the Apostle, who (Eph. 1. 20, 
21) enumerates the middle orders, beginning 
from the lowest, saying that God set Him, that 
is, Christ, on His right hand in the heavenly 
placrs above all Principality and Power, and 
Virtue, and Domination. Here he places Virtues 
between Powers and Dominations, according to 
the placing of Dionysius. Writing however to 
the Colossians (x. 16), numbering the same 
orders from the highest, he says: Whether 
Thrones, or Dominations, or Princtpalities, or 
Powers, all things were created by Him and 
in Him. Here he places the Principalities be- 
tween Dominations and Powers, as does also 
Gregory. 

Let us then first examine the reason for the 
ordering of Dionysius, in which we see, that, as 
said above (A. 1), the highest hierarchy con- 
templates the types of things in God Himself, 
the second in the universal causes, and the third 
in their application to particular effects. And be- 
cause God is the end not only of the angelic 


.ministrations, but also of the whole creation, it 
“pertains to the first hierarchy to consider the 


end. To the middle one pertains the universal 

disposition of what is to be done. And to the 

last pertains the application of this disposition 

to the effect. which is the carrying out of the 

work. For it is clear that these three things exist 
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in every kind of operation. So Dionysius,' con- 
sidering the properties of the orders as derived 
from their names, places in the first hierarchy 
those orders the names of which are taken from 
their relation to God, the Seraphim, Cherubim, 
and Thrones. And he places in the middle hier- 
archy those orders whose names denote a cer- 
tain kind of common government or disposition, 
—the Dominations. Virtues, and Powers. And 
he places in the third hierarchy the orders 
whose names denote the execution of the work, 
the Principalities. Angels and Archangels. 

As regards the end, three things may be con- 
sidered. For first we consider the end. then we 
acquire perfect knowledge of the end. thirdly, 
we fix our intention on the end; of these the 
second is an addition to the first, and the third 
an addition to both. And because God is the end 
of creatures, as the leader is the end of an army, 
as the Philosopher says.* so a somewhat similar 
order may be seen in human affairs For there 
are some who enjoy the dignity of being able 
with familiarity to approach the king or leader; 
others in addition are privileged to know his se- 
crets; and others above these always keep near 
him. in a close union. According to this likeness, 
we can understand the disposition in the orders 
of the first hierarchy; for the Thrones are raised 
up so as to be the familiar recipients of God in 
themselves. in the sense of knowing immediate- 
ly the types of things in Himself; and this is 
proper to the whole of the first hierarchy. The 
Cherubim know the Divine secrets superemi- 
nently. And the Seraphim excel in what is the 
supreme excellence of all, in being united to God 
Himself. And all this is in such a manner that 
the whole of this hierarchy can be called the 
Thrones; as, from what is common to all the 
heavenly spirits together, they are all called 
Angels. 

As regards government, three things are com- 
prised in its notion. The first which is to ap- 
point those things which are to be done, and this 
belongs to the Dominations. The second is to 
give the power of carrying out what is to be 
done, which belongs to the Virtues. The third 
is to order how what has been commanded or 
decided to be done can be carried out by others, 
which belongs to the Powers. 

The execution of the angelic ministrations 
consists in announcing Divine things. Now in 
the execution of any action there are beginners 
and leaders; as in singing, the precentors; and 
in war, generals and officers. This pertains to 
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the Principalities. There are others who simply 
execute what is to be done; and these are the 
Angels. Others hold a middle place; and these 
are the Archangels, as above explained (a. 5s, 
Ans. 4). : 

This explanation of the orders is a reasonable 
one. For the highest in an inferior order always 
has affinity to the lowest in the higher order, 
just as the lowest animals are near to the plants. 
Now the first order is that of the Divine Per- 
sons. which terminates in the Holy Ghost, Who 
is Love proceeding, with Whom the highest or- 
der of the first hierarchy has affinity, named as 
it is from the fire of love. The lowest order of 
the first hierarchy is that of the Thrones, who 
in their own order are akin to the Dominations. 
For the Thrones, according to Gregory (op. 
cit.).3 are called so “because through them God 
accomplishes His judgments,” since they are 
enlightened by Him in a manner adapted to the 
immediate enlightening of the second hierarchy, 
to which pertains the disposition of the Divine 
ministrations.—The order of the Powers is akin 
to the order of the Principalities. For as it be- 
longs to the Powers to impose order on those 
subject to them, this ordering is plainly shown 
at once in the name of Principalities, who, as 
presiding over the government of peoples and 
kingdoms (which occupies the first and princi- 
pal place in the Divine ministrations), are the 
first in their execution; for the good of a nation 
is more divine than the good of one man. And 
hence it is written, The prince of the kingdom 
of the Persians resisted me (Dan 10. 13). 

The disposition of the orders which is men- 
tioned by Gregory is also reasonable. For since 
the Dominations appoint and order what be- 
longs to the Divine ministrations, the orders 
subject ‘to them are arranged according to the 
disposition of those things in which the Divine 
ministrations are effected. Still. as Augustine 
says (De Trin. iii)“ “bodies are ruled in a cer- 
tain order; the inferior by the superior: and all 
of them hy the spiritual creature, and the bad 
spirit by the good spirit.” So the first order aft- 
er the Dominations is called that of Principali- 
ties, who rule even over good spirits. Then the 
Powers, who coerce the evil spirits, even as evil- 
doers are coerced by earthly powers, as it is 
written (Rom. 13. 3, 4). After these come the 
Virtues, who have power over corporeal nature 
in the working of miracles; after these are the 
Angels and the Archangels, who announce to 
men either great things above reason, or small 
things within the scope of reason. 
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Reply Obj. 1. The angels’ subjection to God 
is greater than their presiding over inferior 
things, and the latter is derived from the for- 
mer, Thus the orders which derive their name 
from presiding are not the first and highest, but 
rather the orders deriving their name from their 
nearness and relation to God. 

Reply Obj. 2. The nearness to God designated 
by the name of the Thrones, belongs also to the 
Cherubim and Seraphim, and in a more excel- 
lent way, as explained above. 

Reply 06]. 3. As explained above (qQ. xxvm, 
A. 3), knowledge takes place according as the 
thing known is in the knower, but love accord- 
ing as the lover is united to the object loved. 
Now higher things are in a nobler way in them- 
selves than in lower things, but lower things are 
in higher things in a nobler way than they are in 
themselves. Therefore to know lower things is 
better than to love them; and to love the higher 
things, God above all, is better than to know 
them. 

Reply 067. 4. A careful comparison will show 
that little or no difference exists in reality be- 
tween the dispositions of the orders according 
to Dionysius and Gregory. For Gregory ex- 
pounds! the name Principalities from their “pre- 
siding over good spirits,” which also agrees with 
the Virtues according as this name expresses a 
certain strength, giving efficacy to the inferior 
spirits in the execution of the Divine ministra- 
tions. Again, according to Gregory, the Virtues 
seem to be the same as the Principalities of Dio- 
nysius. For to work miracles holds the first 
place in the Divine ministrations, since thus the 
way is prepared for the announcements of the 
archangels and the angels. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Orders Will Outlast 
the Day of Judgment? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that the orders of angels will not 
outlast the Day of Judgment. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (I Cor. 15. 
24), that Christ will bring to naught all princi- 
pality and power, when He shall have delivered 
up the kingdom to God and the Father; and this 
will be in the final consummation. Therefore for 
the same rea+on all other orders will be abol- 
ished in that state. 

Obj. 2. Further, to the office of the angelic or- 
ders it belongs to cleanse, enlighten, and perfect. 
But after the Day of Judgment one angel will 
not cleanse, enlighten, or perfect another, be- 
cause they will not advance any more in knowl- 
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edge. Therefore the angelic orders would remain 
for no purpose. | 

Obj. 3. Further, the Apostle says of the an- 
gels (Heb. 1. 14), that they are all ministering 
spirits, sent to minister to them who shall re- 
ceive the inheritance of salvation; from this it 
appears that the angelic offices are ordered for 
the purpose of leading men to salvation. But all 
the elect are in pursuit of salvation until the 
Day of Judgment. Therefore the angelic offices 
and orders will not outlast the Day of Judg- 
ment. 

On the contrary, It is written (Judg. 5. 20): 
Stars remaining in their order and courses, 
which is applied to the angels.? Therefore the 
angels will ever remain in their orders. 

I answer that, In the angelic orders we may 
consider two things, the distinction of grades, 
and the execution of their offices. The distinc- 
tion of grades among the angels takes place ac- 
cording to the difference of grace and nature, as 
above explained (A. 4). And these differences 
will always remain in the angels, for these dif- 
ferences of natures cannot be taken from them 
unless they themselves be corrupted. The differ- 
ence of glory will also remain always in them 
according to the difference of preceding merit. 
As to the execution of the angelic offices, it will 
to a certain degree remain after the Day of 
Judgment, and to a certain degree will cease. It 
will cease accordingly as their offices are direct- 
ed towards leading others to their end, but it 
will remain, accordingly as it harmonizes with 
the attainment of the end. Thus also the vari- 
ous ranks of soldiers have different duties to 
perform in battles and in triumph. 

Reply Obj. 1. The principalities and powers 
will come to an end in that final consummation 
as regards their office of leading others to their 
end. because when the end is attained, it is no 
longer necessary to tend towards the end. This 
is clear from the words ot the Apcstle, When 
He shall have delivered up the kingdom of God 
and the Father, that is, when He shall have led 
the faithful to the enjoyment of God Himself. 

Reply Obj. 2. The actions of angels over the 
other angels are to be considered according toa 
likeness to our own intellectual actions. In our- 
selves we find many intellectual actions which 
are ordered according to the order of cause and 
effect, as when we gradually arrive at one con- 
clusion by many middle terms. Now it is mani- 
fest that the knowledge of a conclusion depends 
on all the preceding middle terms not only in 
the new acquisition of knowledge, but also as 
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regards the keeping of the knowledge acquired. 
A proof of this is that when anyone forgets any 
of the preceding middle terms he can have opin- 
ion or belief about the conclusion, but not 
knowledge, because he is ignorant of the order 
of the causes. So, since the inferior angels know 
the types of the Divine works by the light of the 
superior angels, their knowledge depends on the 
light of the superior angels not only as regards 
the acquisition of knowledge, but also as regards 
the preserving of the knowledge possessed. So, 
although after the Judgment the inferior angels 
will not progress in the knowledge of some 
things, still this will not prevent their being en- 
lightened by the superior angels. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although after the Day of 
Judgment men will not be led any more to 
salvation by the ministry of the angels, still 
those who are already saved will be enlightened 
through the angelic ministry. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Men Are Taken up 
into the Angelic Orders? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that men are not taken up into the 
orders of the angels. 

Objection 1. For the human hierarchy is sta- 
tioned beneath the lowest heavenly hierarchy, 
as the lowest under the middle hierarchy and 
the middle beneath the first. But the angels of 
the lowest hierarchy are never transferred into 
the middle, or the first. Therefore neither are 
men transferred to the angelic orders. 

Obj. 2. Further, certain offices belong to the 
orders of the angels, as to guard, to work mira- 
cles, to coerce the demons, and the like, which 
do not appear to pertain to the souls of the 
saints. Therefore they are not transferred to the 
angelic orders. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the good angels lead on to 
good, so do the demons to what is evil. But it is 
erroneous to say that the souls of bad men are 
changed into demons, for Chrysostom rejects 
this (Hom. xxviii in Matt.).' Therefore it does 
not seem that the souls of the saints will be 
transferred to the orders of angels. 

On the contrary, The Lord says of the saints 
that, they will be as the angels of God (Matt. 
22. 30). 

I answer that, As above explained (AA. 4, 7), 
the orders of the angels are distinguished ac- 
cording to the conditions of nature and accord- 
ing to the gifts of grace. Considered only as re- 
gards the grade of nature, men can in no way be 
assumed into the angelic orders, for the natural 

1PG 57, 354 
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distinction ‘will always remain. In view of this 
distinction, some asserted? that men can in no 
way be transferred to an equality with the an- 
gels. But this is erroneous, contradicting as it 
does the promise of Christ saying that the chil- 
dren of the resurrection will be equal to the an- 
gels in heaven (Luke 20. 36). For whatever be- 
longs to nature is as the material part in the no- 
tion of order, whilst that which perfects is from 
grace which depends on the liberty of God, and 
not on the order of nature. Therefore by the gift 
of grace men can merit glory in such a degree as 
to be equal to the angels, in each of the angelic 
grades; and this implies that men are taken up 
Into the orders of the angels. Some, however, 
say that not all who are saved are assumed into 
the angelic orders, but only virgins or the per- 
fect, and that the others will constitute their 
own order, corresponding as it were to the whole 
society of the angels. But this is against what 
Augustine says,’ that there will not be two soci- 
eties of men and of angels, but only one; be- 
cause the happiness of all is to cleave to God 
alone. 

Reply Obj. 1. Grace is given to the angels in 
proportion to their natural gifts. This, however, 
does not apply to men, as above explained (A. 
4; Q. LxII, A. 6). So, as the inferior angels can- 
not be transferred to the natural grade of the 
superior, neither can they be transferred to the 
superior grade of grace. Men however can as- 
cend to the grade of grace, but not of nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. The angels according to the or- 
der of nature are between us and God; and 
therefore according to the common law not 
only human affairs are administered by them, 
but also all corporeal matters. But holy men 
even after this life are of the same nature with 
ourselves. And hence according to the common 
law they do not administer human affairs, “nor 
do they interfere in the things of the living,” as 
Augustine says (De cura pro mortuis xiii, 
xvi). Still, by a certain special dispensation it 
is sometimes granted to some of the saints to 
exercise these offices, by working miracles, by 
coercing the demons, or by doing something of 
that kind, as Augustine says (ibid., xvi). 

Reply O67. 3. It is not erroneous to say that 
men are transferred to the penalty of demons; 

2 Eustratius, Zn Eth., vi, vt (CG xx, 318 1). Cf. Albert 
the Great, Jn Eth., v1, vt, 18 (BO vi, 433). 

3 Cf. Bonaventure, Jn Seni., u, d. tx, A. 1, Q. 7 (QR un, 
254). Cf. also Gregory, Jn Evang , 1, hom. Xxxiv (PL 706, 
1249, 1252); Peter Lombard, Seni., u, d. 1x, chap. 6 (QR 


I, 349). 
4 City of God, x11, 9 (PL 41, 357). 
* PL 40, 604, 607. 
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but some erroneously stated that the demons 
are nothing but souls of the dead,' and it is this 
that Chrysostom rejects. 


QUESTION CIX 
THE ORDERING OF THE BAD ANGELS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE now consider the ordering of the bad an- 
gels, concerning which there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether there are orders among 
the demons? (2) Whether among them there is 
precedence? (3) Whether one enlightens an- 
other? (4) Whether they are subject to the 
precedence of the good angels? 


ArtTIcLe 1. Whether There Are Orders 
Among the Demons? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that there are no orders among the 
demons. 

Objection 1. For order pertains to the notion 
of good, as also mode, and species, as Augus- 
tine says (De Nat. Boni, iii) ;? and on the con- 
trary, disorder pertains to the notion of evil 
But there is nothing disorderly in the good an- 
gels. Therefore in the bad angels there are no 
orders. 

Obj. 2. Further, the angelic orders are con- 
tained under a hierarchy. But the demons are 
not in a hierarchy, which is a holy principality, 
for they are empty of all holiness. Therefore 
among the demons there are no orders. 

Obj. 3. Further, the demons fell from every 
one of the angelic orders, as is commonly sup- 
posed. Therefore, if some demons are said to 
belong to an order, as falling from that order, it 
would seem necessary to give them the names of 
each of those orders. But we never find that 
they are called Seraphim, or Thrones, or Dom- 
inations. Therefore on the same ground they are 
not to be placed in any other order. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Eph. 6. 
12): Our wrestling ...is against principalities 
and powers, against the rulers of the world of 
this darkness. 

I answer that, As explained above (9. cvim, 
AA. 4, 7, 8), order in the angels is considered 
both according to the grade of nature, and ac- 
cording to that of grace. Now grace has a two- 
fold state, the imperfect, which is that of merit, 
and the perfect, which is that of consummate 


glory. 


1Cf. John Chrysostom, In Math., hom. xxviir (PG 57, 
353). Augustine in De Haeres, 86 (PL 42, 47), ascribes this 
doctrine to Tertullian. 2PL 42, 553. 
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Tf therefore we consider the angelic orders in 
the light of the perfection of glory, then the de- 
mons are net in the angelic orders, and néver 
were. But if we consider them in relation to im- 
perfect grace, in that view the demons were at 
that time in the orders of angels, but fell away 
from them, according to what was said above 
(Q. LXII, A. 3), that all the angels were created 
in grace. But if we consider them in the light of 
nature, in that view they are still in those or- 
ders, because they have not lost their natural 
gifts, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).3 

Reply Obj. 1. Good can exist without evil, 
but evil cannot exist without good (Q. XLIX, A. 
3); so there is order in the demons, in so far as 
they possess a good nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. If we consider the ordering of 
the demons on the part of God Who orders 
them, it is sacred, for He uses the demons for 
Himself. But on the part of the demons’ will it 
is not a sacred thing, because they abuse their 
nature for evil. 

Reply Obj. 3. The name Seraphim is given 
from the ardour of charity, and the name 
Thrones from the Divine indwelling, and the 
name Dominations imports a certain liberty, all 
of which are opposed to sin. And therefore these 
names are not given to the angels who sinned. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Among the Demons 
There Is Precedence? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that there is no precedence among 
the demons. 

Objection 1. For every precedence is accord- 
ing to some order of justice. But the demons are 
wholly fallen from justice. Therefore there is no 
precedence among them. 

Obj. 2. Further. there is no precedence where 
obedience and subjection do not exist. But these 
cannot be without concord which is not to be 
found among the demons, according to the text, 
Among the proud there are always contentions 
(Prov. 13. 10). Therefore there is no preced- 
ence among the demons. 

Obj. 3. If there be precedence among them it 
is either according to nature, or according to 
their sin or punishment. But it is not according 
to their nature, for subjection and service do 
not come from nature, but from subsequent sin. 
Neither is it according to sin or punishment, 
because in that case the superior demons who 
have sinned the most grievously would be sub- 
ject to the inferior. Therefore there is no pre- 
cedence among the demons. 

3 Sect. 23 (PG 3, 725). 
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On the contrary, On I Cor, 15. 24 the gloss 
says:! “While the world lasts, angels will pre- 
side over angels, men over men, and demons 
over demons.” 

I answer that, Since action follows the nature 
of a thing, where natures are ordered, actions 
also must be ordered to each other. Thus it is in 
corporeal things, for as the inferior bodies by 
natural order are below the heavenly bodies, 
their actions and movements are subject to the 
actions and movements of the heavenly bodies. 
Now it is plain from what we have said (A. 1), 
that the demons are by natural order subject to 
others. And hence their actions are subject to 
the action of those above them. And this is 
what we mean by precedence, namely, that the 
action of the subject should be under the action 
of a superior. So the natural disposition itself 
of the demons requires that there should be 
precedence among them. This agrees too with 
Divine wisdom, which leaves nothing wunor- 
dered, which reacheth from end to end mightily, 
and ordereth all things sweetly (Wisd. 8.1). 

Reply Obj. 1. The authority of the demons is 
not founded on their justice, but on the justice 
of God ordering all things. 

Reply Obj. 2. The concord of the demons, 
whereby some obey others, does not arise from 
mutual friendships. but from their common 
wickedness, whereby thev hate men, and fight 
against God's justice. For it is proper to wicked 
men to join and subject themselves to those 
whom they sce to be stronger, in order (o carry 
out their own wickedness. 

Reply Obj. 3. The demons are not equal in 
nature: and so among them there exists a natu- 
ral precedence, which is not the case with men. 
who are naturally equal. That the inferior are 
subject to the superior is not for the benefit of 
the superior, but rather to their detriment, be- 
cause since to do evil belongs in a pre-eminent 
degree to unhappiness, it follows that to take 
the lead in evil is to be more unhappy. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is Enlightenment 
in the Demons? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that enlightenment is in the de 
mons. 

Objection 1. For enlightenment means the 
manifestation of the truth. But one demon can 
manifest truth to another, because the superior 
excel in natural knowledge. Therefore the supe- 
rior demons can enlighten the inferior. 

\Glossa ordin. (v1, 58B); Glosse Lombardi (PL 191, 
1679). 
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Obj. 2. Further, a body abounding in light can 
enlighten"a body deficient in light, as the sun 
enlightens the moon: But the superior demotis 
abound in the participation of natural light. 
Therefore it seems that the superior demons 
can enlighten the inferior. 

On the contrary, Enlightenment is not with- 
out cleansing and perfecting, as stated above (Q. 
CVI, A. 1). But to cleanse does not befit the de- 
mons, according to the words: What can be 
made clean by the unclean? (Ecclus. 34. 4). 
Therefore neither can they enlighten. 

I answer that, There can be no enlightenment 
properly speaking among the demons. For, as 
above explained (q. cvir, a. 2), enlightenment, 
properly speaking, is the manifestation of the 
truth in reference to God, Who enlightens every 
intellect. Another kind of manifestation of the 
truth is speech. as when one angel manifests his 
concept to another. Now the demon’s perversity 
does not lead one to order another to God, but 
rather to lead away from the Divine order; and 
so one demon does not enlighten another. But 
one can make known his mental concept to an- 
other by way of specch. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every kind of manifesta- 
tion of the truth is enlightenment, but only that 
which is above described. 

Reply Obj. 2. According to what pertains to 
natural knowledge, there is no necessary mani- 
festation of the truth either in the angels, or in 
the demons, because, as expounded above (a. 
LV, A. 23 Q. LVITI, A. 23 Q. LXXIX, A. 2), they 
know from the first all that pertains to their nat- 
ural knowledge. So the greater fulness of natu- 
ral light in the superior demons does not prove 
that they can enlighten others. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Good Angels Have 
Precedence over the Bad Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the good angels have no pre- 
cedence over the bad angels. 

Objection 1. For the angels’ precedence is es- 
pecially connected with enlightenment. But the 
bad angels, since they are darkness, are not en- 
lightened by the good angels. Therefore the 
good angels do not rule over the bad. 

Obj. 2. Further, superiors are responsible as 
regards negligence for the evil deeds of their 
subjects. But the demons do mich evil. There- 
fore if they are subject to the good angels, it 
seems that negligence is to be charged to the 
good angels. which cannot be admitted. 

Obj. 3. Further, the angels’ precedence fol- 
lows upon the order of nature, as explained 
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above (A, 2). But if the demons fell from every 
order, as is commonly said, many of the demons 
are superior to many good angels in the natural 
order. Therefore the good angels have no pre- 
cedence over all the bad angels. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
iii), that “the treacherous and sinful spirit of 
life is ruled by the rational, pious, and just spir- 
it of life’; and Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv)? 
that “the Powers are the angels to whose charge 
are subjected the hostile powers.” 

I answer that, The whole order of precedence 
is first and originally in God, and it is shared by 
creatures accordingly as they are the nearer to 
God. For those creatures, which are more per- 
fect and nearer to God have the power to act 
on others. Now the greatest perfection and 
that which brings them nearest to God belongs 
to the creatures who enjoy God, as the holy 
angels, of which perfection the demons are de- 
prived. And therefore the good angels have 
precedence over the bad, and these are ruled by 
them. 

Reply Obj. 1. Many things concerning Divine 
mysteries are made known by the holy angels to 
the bad angels, whenever the Divine justice re- 
quires the demons to do anything, whether for 
the punishment of the evil. or for the trial of 
the good, as in human affairs the judge's asses- 
sors make known his sentence to the execution- 
ers. This revelation, if compared to the angelic 
revealers, can be called an enlightenment, since 
they order it to God. But it is not an enlighten- 
ment on the part of the demons, for these do 
not order it to God, but to the fulfilment of 
their own wickedness. 

Reply Obj. 2. The holy angels are the minis- 
ters of the Divine wisdom Hence as the Divine 
wisdom permits some evil to be done by bad 
angels or men, for the sake of the good that 
is drawn out of it. so also the good angels do 
not entirely restrain the bad from inflicting 
harm. 

Reply Obj. 3. An angel who is inferior in the 
natural order presides over demons, although 
these may be naturally superior, because the 
power of Divine justice to which the good an- 
gels cleave is stronger than the natural power 
of the angels. Hence likewise among men, the 
spiritual man judgcth all things (1 Cor. 2. 15), 
and the Philosopher says® that ‘the virtuous 
man is the rule and measure of all human 
acts.” 

1 Chap. 4 (PL 42, 873). 

2PL 76, 1251. 
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QUESTION CX 
How ANGELS RULE OVER BODIES 
(Jn Four Articles) 


WE now consider how the angels rule over car- 
poreal creatures. Under this head there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the corporeal 
creature is governed by the angels? (2) Wheth- 
er the corporeal creature obeys the mere will of 
the angels? (3) Whether the angels by their 
own power can immediately move bodies local- 
ly? (4) Whether the good or bad angels can 
work miracles? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Corporeal Creature 
Is Governed by the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the corporeal creature is not 
governed by the angels. 

Objection 1. For whatever possesses a deter- 
minate mode of action does not need to be gov- 
erned by any superior power. For we must be 
governed lest we do what we ought not. But cor- 
poreal things have their actions determined by 
the nature divinely bestowed upon them There- 
fore they do not need the government of angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, the lowest beings are ruled by 
the superior. But some corporeal things are in- 
ferior and others are superior. Therefore they 
need not be governed by the angels. 

Obj.3 Further, the different orders of the an- 
gels are distinguished by different offices. But if 
corporeal creatures were ruled by the angels, 
there would be as many angelic offices as there 
are species of things. So also there would be as 
many orders of angels as there are species of 
things, which is against what is laid down above 
(Q. cvul, A. 2). Therefore the corporeal crea- 
ture is not governed by angels. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
4)‘ that “all bodies are ru:'ed by the rational 
spirit of life’; and Gregory savs (Lyual. iv, 6),5 
that “in this visible world nothing takes place 
without the agency of the invisible creature.” 

I auswer that, It is generally found both in 
human affairs and in natural things that every 
particular power is governed and ruled by the 
universal power; as, for example, the bailiff’s 
power is governed by the power of the king. 
Among the angels also, as explained above (a. 
LV, A. 3; Q. CVII, A. 1), the superior angels who 
preside over the inferior possess a more univer- 
sal knowledge. Now it is manifest that the 


‘PL 42, 873. 
6 PL 77, 320. 
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power of any individual body is more particular 
than the power of any spiritual substance. For 
every corporeal form is a form individualized 
by matter, and determined to the here and now; 
but immaterial forms are absolute and intelli- 
gible. Therefore, as the inferior angels who have 
the less universal forms, are ruled by the supe- 
rior, so are all corporeal things ruled by the an- 
gels. This is not only laid down by the holy doc- 
tors, but also by all philosophers who admit the 
existence of incorporeal substances.! 

Reply Obj, 1. Corporeal things have determi- 
nate actions, but they exercise such actions only 
according as they are moved, because it is prop- 
er to a body not to act unless moved. Hence a 
corporeal creature must be moved by a spiritual 
creature. 

Reply Obj. 2. The reason alleged is according 
to the opinion of Aristotle who laid down? that 
the heavenly bodies are moved by spiritual sub- 
stances, the number of which he endeavoured to 
assign according to the number of motions ap- 
parent in the heavenly bodies. But he did not 
say that there were any spiritual substances 
with immediate rule over the inferior bodies, 
except perhaps human souls. And this was be- 
cause he did not consider that any operations 
were exercised in the inferior hodies except the 
natural ones for which the government of the 
heavenly bodies sufficed But because we assert 
that many things are done in the inferior bod- 
ies besides the natural corporeal actions, for 
which the movements of the heavenly hodies 
are not sufficient, therefore in our opinion we 
must assert that the angels possess an immedi- 
ate rule not only over the heavenly bodies, but 
also over the inferior bodies. 

Reply Obj. 3. Philosophers have held differ- 
ent opinions about immaterial substances. For 
Plato laid down that immaterial substances 
were types and species of sensible bodies, and 
that some were more universal than others; and 
so he held that immaterial substances preside 
immediately over all sensible bodies, and differ- 
ent ones over different bodies.2 But Aristotle 
held that immaterial substances are not the spe- 
cies of sensible bodies, but something higher 
and more universal; and so he did not attribute 
to them any immediate presiding over single 
bodies, but only over the universal agents, the 
heavenly bodies.* Avicenna followed a middle 


1See below, ans. 3; cf. Destrez, Mél. Mandonnet (1, 
128); Chenu, Mél. Mandonnet (1, 195). 

2 Metaphysics, xn, 8 (1073°32). 

3 Cf. Q. LXXXIV, AA. I, 45Q. LXV, A. 4; Q. XXII, A. 2. 

4 Melaphysics, vu, 8 (103327); xit, 8 (1073°32); cf. 
also Maimonides, Guide, xvm (FR 282). 
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course.§ For he agreed with Plato in supposing 
some spiritual substance to preside immediately 
in the sphere of active and passive elements, be- 
cause, as Plato also said, he held that the forms 
of these sensible things are derived from imma- 
terial substances. But he differed from Plato be- 
cause he supposed only one immaterial sub- 
stance to preside over all inferior bodies, which 
he called the agent intelligence. 

The holy doctors held with the Platonists 
that different spiritual substances were placed 
over corporeal things. For Augustine says (QQ. 
LXXXUI, gu. 79):° Every visible thing in this 
world has an angelic power placed over it. And 
Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. ii, 4):" “The 
devil was one of the angelic powers who pre- 
sided over the terrestrial order”; and Origen 
says on the text, When the ass saw the angel 
(Num. 22. 23), that “the world has need of an- 
gels who preside over beasts, and over the birth 
of animals, and trees, and plants, and over the 
increase of all other things” (Hom. xiv in 
Num.).® The reason of this, however, is not that 
one kind of angel is more fitted by his nature to 
preside over animals than over plants, because 
each angel, even the least, has a higher and more 
universal power than any kind of corporeal 
thing. The reason is to be sought in the order of 
Divine wisdom, Who places different rulers over 
different things. Nor does it follow that there 
are more than nine orders of angels, because, as 
above expounded (a. cvrir, A. 2), the orders are 
distinguished by their general offices. Hence as 
according to Gregory® “all the angels whose 
proper office is to preside over the demons are 
of the order of the Powers, so to the order of 
the Virtues do those angels seem to belong who 
preside over purely corporeal creatures; for by 
their ministration miracles are sometimes per- 
formed.” 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Corporeal Matter Obeys 
the Mere Will of an Angel? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that corporeal matter obeys the 
mere will of an angel. 

Objection 1. For the power of an angel excels 
the power of the soul. But corporeal matter cer- 
tainly obeys a conception of the soul, for the 
body of man is changed by a conception of the 
soul as regards heat and cold, and sometimes 


5 Meta., 1X, 3 (r04rb); 4 (104vb); cf. also Q. LXV, A. 43 
Q. LXXXIV, A. 4. 

€ PT. 40, 90. 

7 PG 94, 873. 

® PG 12, 680. 

9 In Evang., u, hom. 34 (PL 76, 1251). 
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even as, regards health and sickness. Therefore 
much more is corporeal matter changed by. a 
conception of an angel. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever can be done by an 
inferior power, can be done by a superior power. 
Now thé power of an angel is superior to cor- 
poreal power. But a body by its power is able 
to transform corporeal matter, as appears when 
fire begets fire. Therefore much more effica- 
ciously can an angel by his power transform 
corporeal matter. 

Obj. 3. Further, all corporeal nature is under 
angelic administration, as appears above (A. 1), 
and thus it appears that bodies are as instru- 
ments to the angels, for an instrument is essen- 
tially a mover moved. Now in effects there is 
something that is due to the power of their prin- 
cipal agents, and which cannot be due to the 
power of the instrument, and it is this that takes 
the principal place in the effect. For example, 
digestion is due to the force of natural heat, 
which is the instrument of the nutritive soul, 
but that living flesh is thus generated is due to 
the power of the soul Again the cutting of the 
wood is from the saw, but that it assumes at 
length the form of a bed is due to the power of 
the craftsman. Therefore the substantial form 
which takes the principal place in the corporeal 
effects, is due to the angelic power. There- 
fore matter obeys the angels in receiving its 
form. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,’ “It is not 
to be thought that this visible matter obeys 
these rebel angels: for it obeys God alone.” 

I answer that, The Platonists asserted* that 
the forms which are in matter are caused by 
immaterial forms, because they said that the 
material forms are participations of immaterial 
forms. Avicenna followed them in this opinion 
to some extent, for he said that ‘fall forms 
which are in matter, proceed from the concept 
of the intelligence.” and that “corporeal agents 
only dispose [matter] for the forms.’* They 
seem to have heen deccived on this point. 
through supposing a form to be something made 
per se, so that it wou'd he the effect of a formal 
principle. But, as the Philosopher proves,’ what 
is made, properly speaking, is the composite; 
for this, properly speaking. is what subsists. But 
the form is called a being not as ‘hat which is, 
but as that by which something is; and conse- 
quently neither 1s a form, properly speaking, 

1 De Trin., 11, 8 (PL 42, 875). ? Cf. 9. LXV, A. 4. 
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made; for that is made which is, since to be 
made is nothing but the way to being. 

Now it is manifest that what is made is like 
to the maker, because every agent makes its 
like. So whatever makes natural things, has a 
likeness to the composite; either because it is 
composite itself, as when fire begets fire, or be- 
cause the whole composite as to both matter 
and form is within its power, which is proper to 
God. Therefore every informing of matter is ei- 
ther immediately from God, or from some cor- 
poreal agent, but not immediately from an 
angel. 

Reply Obj. 1. Our soul is united to the body 
as the form, and so it is not surprising for the 
body to be formally changed by the soul’s con- 
ception, especially as the movement of the sen- 
sitive appetite, which is accompanied with a 
certain bodily change, is subject to the com- 
mand of reason. An angel, however, has not the 
same relation with natural bodies, and hence 
the argument does not hold. 

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever an inferior power can 
do, a superior power can do. not in the same 
way, but in a more excellent way; for example, 
the intellect can know sensible things in a more 
excellent way than sense knows them. So an an- 
gel can change corporeal matter in a more excel- 
lent way than can corporeal agents, that is by 
moving the corporeal agents themselves, as be- 
ing the superior cause. 

Reply Obj 3. There is nothing to prevent 
some natural effect taking place by angelic pow- 
er for which the power of corporeal agents 
would not suffice This, however, is not to obey 
an angel's will (as neithcr does matter obey the 
mere will of a cook, when bv regulating the fire 
according to the prescription of the art he pro- 
duces a dish that the fire could not have pro- 
duced by itself), since to reduce matter to the 
act of the substantial form does not exceed the 
power of a corporeal agent, ior it is natural for 
like to make like. 


ArTICLE 3. Whether Bodies Obey the Angels 
as Regards Local Motion? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: Tt 
Would seem that bodies do not obey the angels 
in local motion. 

Objection 1. For the local motion of natural 
bodies follows on their forms But the angels do 
not cause the forms of natural bodies, as stated 
above (A. 2; Q LXV. A. 4} Q. XCI, A. 2). There- 
fore neither can they cause in them local mo- 
tion. 
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Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher proves! that 
“local motion is the first of all movements.” 
But the angels cannot cause other movements 
by a formal change of the matter. Therefore 
neither can they cause local motion. : 

0b). 3. Further, the corporeal members obey 
the conception of the soul as regards local 
movement, as having in themselves some prin- 
ciple of life. In natural bodies, however, there is 
no vital principle. Therefore they do not obey 
the angels in local motion. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
8, 9)? that the angels use corporeal seed to pro- 
duce certain effects. But they cannot do this 
without causing local movement. Therefore 
bodies obey them in local motion. 

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii) :3 “Divine wisdom has joined the ends of 
the first to the principles of the second.” Hence 
it is clear that the infcrior nature at its highest 
point reaches to the superior nature. Now cor- 
poreal nature is below the spiritual nature. But 
among all corporeal movements the most per- 
fect is local motion, as the Philosopher proves.‘ 
The reason of this is that what is moved locally 
is not as such in potency to anything intrinsic, 
but only to something extrinsic—that is, to 
place. Therefore the corporeal nature has a nat- 
ural aptitude to be moved immediately by the 
spiritual nature as regards place. Hence also the 
philosophers asserted’ that the supreme bodies 
are moved locally by the spiritual substances. 
And so we see that the soul moves the body first 
and chiefly by a local motion. 

Reply Ob; 1. There are in bodies other local 
movements besides those which result from the 
forms; for instance. the ebb and flow of the sea 
does not follow from the substantial form of 
the water, but from the influence of the moon 
And much more can loca] movements result 
from the power of spiritual substances. 

Reply Obj 2. The angels, by causing local 
motion, as the first motion, can thereby cause 
other movements; that is, by employing corpo- 
real agents to produce these effects, as a work- 
man employs fire to soften iron. 

Reply 0b}. 3. The power of an angel is not so 
limited as is the power of the soul. Hence the 
moving power of the soul is limited to the body 
united to it, which is vivified by it, and by which 
it can move other things. But an angel’s power 
is not limited to any body. Hence it can move 
locally bodies not joined to it. 


1 Physics, vill, 7 (260"28). 2 PL 42, 875, 878. 
3 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 872). 4Op. cit. (26114). ° CEQ. LVI, A. 26 
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Articiz 4. Whether Angels Cos. Work 
Miracles? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the angels:can work miracles. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv 
in Ev.):® “Those spirits are called virtues by 
whom signs and miracles are usually done.” 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII.; 
qu. 79)" that “ magicians work miracles by pri- 
vate contract; good Christians by public jus- 
tice, bad Christians by the signs of public jus- 
tice.” But magicians work miracles because 
“they are heard by the demons,” as he says else- 
where in the same work.® Therefore the demons 
can work miracles. Therefore much more can 
the good angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says in the same 
work (ibtd.) that “it is not absurd to believe 
that all the things we see happen may be 
brought about by the lower powers that dwell in 
our atmosphere.” But when an effect of natural 
causes is produced outside the order of natural 
cause, we call it a miracle, as, for instance, 
when anyone is cured of a fever without the op- 
eration of nature. Therefore the angels and de- 
mons can work miracles. 

Obj. 4. Further, superior power is not subject 
to the order of an inferior cause. But corporeal 
nature is inferior to an angel. Therefore an an- 
gel can work outside the order of corporeal 
agents, which is to work miracles. 

On the contrary, It is written of God (Ps. 
135 4). Who alone doth great wonders. 

I answer that, A miracle properly so called is 
when something is done outside the order of na- 
ture. But it is not enough for a miracle if some- 
thing is done outside the order of any particu- 
lar nature; for otherwise anyone would perform 
a miracle by throwing a stone upwards, as such 
a thing is outside the order of the stone's nature. 
So for something to be called a miracle it is re- 
quired that it be against the order of the whole 
created nature. But God alone can do this, be- 
cause, whatever an angel or any other creature 
does by its own power, is according to the order 
of created nature, and thus it is not a miracle. 
Hence God alone can work miracles. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some angels are said to work 
miracles either because God works miracles at 
their request. in the same way as holy men are 
said to work miracles, or because they exercise 

PL 76, 1251. 7 PL 40, 92. 

8 Cf. Liber xxt Seni., 4; among the suppositious works 
of St. Augustine. (PL 4o, 726). 
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a kind of ministry in the miracles which take 
place, as in collecting the dust in the general 
resurrection, or by doing something of that 
kind, 

Reply Obj. 2. Properly speaking, as said 
above, miracles are those things which are done 
outside the order of the whole of created nature. 
But as we do not know all the power of created 
nature, it follows that when anything is done 
outside the order of created nature by a power 
unknown to us, it is called a miracle as regards 
ourselves. So when the demons do anything of 
their own natural power, these things are called 
miracles not in an absolute sense, but in refer- 
ence to ourselves. In this way the magicians 
work miracles through the demons; and these 
are said to be done “by private contract,” since 
every power of the creature, in the universe, 
may be compared to the power of a private per- 
son in a city. Hence when a magician does any- 
thing by compact with the devil, this is done as 
it were by private contract. On the other hand, 
the Divine justice is in the whole universe as the 
public law is in the city. Therefore good Chris- 
tians, so far as they work miracles by Divine 
justice, are said to work miracles “by public 
justice’; but bad Christians “by the signs of 
public justice,” as by invoking the name of 
Christ, or by making use of other sacred 
signs. 

Reply Obj. 3. Spiritual powers are able to 
effect whatever happens in this visible world 
by employing corporeal seeds by local move- 
ment. 

Reply Obj. 4. Although the angels can do 
something which is outside the order of corpo- 
real nature, yet they cannot do anything out- 
side the whole created order, which is essential 
to a miracle, as explained above. 


QUESTION CXI 
THE ACTION OF THE ANGELS ON MAN 
(In Four Articles) 


WE now consider the action of the angels on 
man, and inquire: (1) How far they can change 
them by their own natural power. (2) How they 
are sent by God to the ministry of men (Q. 
cxir). (3) How they guard and protect men (Q. 
cx). Under the first head there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether an angel can 
enlighten the human intellect? (2) Whether he 
can change man's will? (3) Whether he can 
change man’s imagination? (4) Whether he can 
change man’s senses? 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether an Angel Can 
Enlighten Man? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that an angel cannot enlighten man. 

Objection 1. For man js enlightened by faith. 
Hence Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. iii)! attributes 
enlightenment to baptism, as the sacrament of 
faith. But faith is immediately from God, ac- 
cording to Eph. 2. 8: By grace you are saved 
through faith, and that not of yourselves, for it 
is the gift of God. Therefore man is not en- 
lightened by an angel, but immediately by God. 

Ob}. 2. Further, on the words, God hath man- 
tfested zt to them (Rom. 1. 19), the gloss ob- 
serves’ that “not only natural reason availed,” 
for the manifestation of Divine truths to men, 
“but God also revealed them by His work,” that 
is, by His creature. But both are immediately 
from God—that is, natural reason and the crea- 
ture. Therefore God enlightens man immedi- 
ately. 

Obj. 3. Further, whoever is enlightened is 
aware of being enlightened. But man is not 
aware of being enlightened by angels. There- 
fore he is not enlightened by them. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. 
iv)® that the revelation of Divine things reach- 
es men through the ministry of the angels. But 
such revelation is an enlightenment, as we have 
stated (Q. CVI, A. 1; Q. CVII, A. 2). Therefore 
men are enlightened by the angels. 

I answer that, Since the order of Divine 
Providence disposes that lower things be sub- 
ject to the actions of higher, as explained above 
(Q. CIX, A. 2), just as the inferior angels are en- 
lightened by the superior. so men, who are in- 
ferior to the angels, are enlightened by them. 

The modes of each of these kinds of enlight- 
enment are in one way alike and in another way 
unlike. For. as was shown above (Q. CVI, A. 1), 
the enlightenment which consists in making 
known Divine truth has two functions: namely, 
according as the inferior intellect is strength- 
ened by the action of the superior intellect, and 
accoruing as the intelligible species which are in 
the superior intellect are proposed to the infe- 
rior so as to be grasped by it. This takes place 
in the angels when the superior angel divides his 
universal concept of the truth according to the 
capacity of the inferior angel, as explained 
above (2bid.). 


1 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 397); cf. also m, 1 (PG 3, 392). 

2Glossa ordin. (v1, 5B); Glossa Lombardi (PL 101, 
1326). 
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The human intellect, however, cannot grasp 
the universal truth itself unveiled, because its 
nature requires it to understand by turning to 
the phantasms, as above explained (9. Lxxxiv, 
A. 7). So the angels propose the intelligible 
truth to men under the likenesses of sensible 
things, according to what Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier. i),) that, “It is impossible for the divine 
ray to shine on us, otherwise than shrouded by 
the variety of the sacred veils.” On the other 
hand, the human intellect as the inferior, is 
strengthened by the action of the angelic intel- 
lect. And in these two ways man is enlightened 
by an angel. 

Reply 0b]. 1. Two dispositions come together 
in the virtue of faith. First, the habit of the in- 
tellect by which it is disposed to obey the will 
tending to Divine truth. For the intellect as- 
sents to the truth of faith not as convinced by 
the reason, but as commanded by the will; 
hence Augustine says.” ‘‘No one believes except 
willingly.” In this respect faith comes from God 
alone. Secondly, faith requires that what is to be 
believed be proposed to the believer, which is 
accomplished by man. according to Rom. ro. 17, 
Faith cometh by hearing ; but principally, how- 
ever, by the angels. hy whom Divine things are 
revealed to men. Hence the angels have some 
part in the enlightenment of faith. Moreover, 
men are enlightened by the angels not only con- 
cerning what is to be believed, but also as re- 
gards what is to be done. 

Reply Obj. 2 Natural reason, which is imme- 
diately from God, can be strengthened by an an- 
gel, as we have said above. Again, the more the 
human intellect is strengthened, so much higher 
an intelligible truth can be elicited from the 
species derived from creatures. Thus man is 
assisted by an angel so that he may obtain 
from creatures a more perfect knowledge of 
God. 

Reply Obj. 3. Intellectual operation and en- 
lightenment can be understood in two ways. 
First, on the part of the thing understood. Thus 
whoever understands or is enlightened, knows 
that he understands or is enlightened, because 
he knows that the thing is made known to him. 
Secondly, on the part of the principle. And in 
this case it does not follow that whoever un- 
derstands a truth knows what the intellect is, 
which is the principle of the intellectual opera- 
tion. In like manner not everyone who is en- 
lightened by an angel knows that he is enlight- 
ened by him. 


1Sect. 2 (PG 3, 121). 
3Jn Joann. V1, 44, tract. xxv1 (PL 35, 1607). 
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ARTICLE 2. Whether the Angels Can 
Change the Will of Man? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the angels can change the will 
of man. 

Objection 1. For, upon the text, Who maketh 
His angels spirits and His ministers a flame of 
fire (Heb. 1. 7), the gloss notes’ that “they are 
fire, as being spiritually fervent, and as burning 
away our vices.”’ This could not be, however, 
unless they changed the will. Therefore the an- 
gels can change the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, Bede says (Super Matt. 15. 
11),4 that the devil does not send wicked 
thoughts, but kindles them. Damascene, how- 
ever, says that he also sends them, for he re- 
marks that “every malicious act and unclean 
passion is contrived by the demons and put into 
men” (De Fid. Orth. ii, 4) :5 In like manner also 
the good angels introduce and kindle good 
thoughts. But this could only be if they changed 
the will. Therefore the will is changed by them. 

Obj. 3 Further, the angel. as above explained, 
enlightens the human intellect by means of the 
phantasms. But as the imagination which serves 
the intellect can be changed by an angel, so can 
the sensitive appetite which serves the will, be- 
cause it also is a power using a corporeal organ. 
Therefore as the angel enlightens the mind, so 
can he change the will. 

On the contrary, To change the will belongs 
to God alone, according to Prov. 21. 1: The 
heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord, 
whithersoever He will He shall turn it. 

I answer that, The will can be changed in two 
ways. First, from within. And in this way, since 
the movement of the will is nothing but the in- 
clination of the will to the thing willed, God 
alone can thus change the will, because He gives 
the power of such an inclination to the intellec- 
tual nature, For as the natural inclination is 
from God alone Who gives the nature, so the 
inclination of the will is from God alone, Who 
causes the will. 

Secondly, the will is moved from without. 
As regards an angel, this can be only in one way, 
—by the good apprehended by the intellect. 
Hence in as far as anyone may be the cause why 
anything be apprehended as a desirable good, so 
far does he move the will. In this way also God 


3Glossa Lombardi (PL 1092, 410); /bid., on Ps. 103.4 
(PL 191, 929); cf. Also Glossa ordin. (vI 135A); Aug- 
ustine, Enarr. in Psalm., Ps. 103.4, Serm. 1 (PL 37, 1349). 

4PL 92, 75; Cf. Glossa ordin., on Matt. 15.11 (v, 49E). 

5 PG 94, 877. 
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alone can move the will efficaciously; but an 
angel and man move the w'll by way of per- 
suasion, as above explained (qQ. cv, A. 2). 

In addition to this manner the human will can 
be moved from without in another way; 
namely, by the passion residing in the sensitive 
appetite. Thus by concupiscence or anger the 
will is inclined to will something. In this man- 
ner the angels, as being able to rouse these pas- 
sions, can move the will, not however by neces- 
sity, for the will always remains free to consent 
to, or to resist, the passion. 

Reply Obj. 1. Those who act as God’s minis- 
ters, either men or angels, are said to burn away 
vices, and to incite to virtue by way of persua- 
sion. 

Reply Obj. 2. The demon cannot put thoughts 
in our minds by causing them from within, 
since the act of the knowing power is subject to 
the will; nevertheless the devil is called the 
kindler of thoughts. inasmuch as he incites to 
thought, by the desire of the things thought of, 
by way of persuasion, or by rousing the passions, 
Damascene calls this kindling “a putting in,” be- 
cause such a work is accomplished within. But 
good thoughts are attributed to a higher prin- 
ciple, namely, God, though they may be pro- 
cured by the ministry of the angels. 

Reply 0b]. 3. The human intellect in its pres- 
ent state can understand only by turning to the 
phantasms. But the human will can will some- 
thing following the judgment of reason rather 
than the passion of the sensitive appetile. Hence 
the comparison does not hold. 


ArTIcLe 3. Whether an Angel Can 
Change Man's Imagination? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that an angel cunnot change man’s 
imagination. 

Objection 1. For the phantasy, as is said in 
the book on the Soul,’ is “a motion caused by 
the sense in act.” But if this motion were caused 
by an angel, it would not be caused by the sense 
in act. Therefore it is contrary to the nature of 
the phantasy, which is the act of the imagina- 
tive power, to be changed by an angel. 

Obj. 2. Further, since the forms in the imagi- 
nation are spiritual, they are nobler than the 
forms existing in sensible matter. But an angel 
cannot impress forms upon sensible matter (Q. 
Cx, A. 2). Therefore he cannot impress forms 
on the imagination, and so he cannot changc it. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
xii, 12):? “One spirit by intermingling with an- 

1 Aristotle, 11, 3 (429%1). *PL 34, 464. 
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other can communicate his knowledge to the 
other spirit by these images, so that the latter 
either understands it himself, or accepts it as 
understood by the other.” But it does not seem 
that an angel can be mingled with the human 
imagination, nor that the imagination can seize 
the intelligibles, which are what the angel 
knows. Therefore it seems that an angel cannot 
change the imagination. 

Ob). 4. Further, in the imaginative vision man 
cleaves to the likenesses of the things as to the 
things themselves. But in this there is deception. 
So as a good angel cannot be the cause of de- 
ception, it seems that he cannot cause the im- 
aginative vision by changing the imagination. 

On the contrary, Those things which are seen 
in dreams are seen by imaginative vision. But 
the angels reveal things in dreams, as appears 
from Matt. 1. 20; 2. 13, 19 in regard to the 
angel who appeared to Joseph in dreams. There- 
fore an angel can move the imagination. 

I answer that, Both a good and a bad angel 
by their own natural power can move the hu- 
man imagination. This may be explained as fol- 
lows. For it was said above (Q. cx, A. 3), that 
corporeal nature obeys the angel as regards local 
movement, so that whatever can be caused by 
the local movement of bodies is subject to the 
natural power of the angels. Now it is manifest 
that imaginative apparitions are sometimes 
caused in us by the local movement of animal 
spirits and humours. Hence Aristotle says,* when 
assigning the cause of visions in dreams, that 
‘when an animal sleeps, the blood descends in 
abundance to the sensitive principle, and move- 
ments descend with it”; that is, the impressions 
lef} from the movements of sensible things, 
which movements are preserved in the animal 
spirits, ‘‘and move the sensitive principle,” so 
that a certain appearance ensues, as if the sen- 
sitive principle were being :!.en changed by the 
external objects themselves. Indeed, the dis- 
turbance of the spirits and humours may be so 
great that such appearances may even occur to 
those who are awake. as is seen in mad people, 
and the like. So, as this happens by a natural 
disturbance of the humours, and sometimes also 
by the will of man who voluntarily imagines 
what he previously experienced, so also the same 
may be done by the power of a good or a bad 
angel, sometimes with alienation from the bodily 
senses, sometimes without such alienation. 

Reply Obj. 1. The principle of the imagina- 
tion is from the sense in act. For we cannot im- 
agine what we have never perceived by the 

® Sleep, 3 (46111). 
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senses, either wholly or partly; as a man born 
blind cannot imagine colaur..Sometimes, how- 
ever, the imagination is informed in such a way 
that the act of the imaginative movement arises 
from the impressions preserved within, as we 
have said above. 

Reply O06). 2. An angel changes the imagina- 
tion, not indeed by the impression of an im- 
aginative form in no way previously received 
from the senses (for he cannot make a man 
born blind imagine colour), but by local move- 
ment of the spirits and humours, as explained 
above. 

Reply 067. 3. The commingling of the angelic 
spirit with the human imagination is not a 
mingling of essences, but by reason of an effect 
which he produces in the imagination in the 
way stated above, so that he shows man what 
he [the angel] knows, but not in the way he 
knows. 

Reply 067. 4. An angel causing an imagina- 
tive vision, sometimes enlightens the intellect 
at the same time, so that it knows what these 
images signify, and then there is no deception. 
But sometimes by the angelic operation the 
likenesses of things only appear in the imagina- 
tion. But neither then is deception caused by 
the angel, but by the defect in the intellect of 
him to whom such things appear. Thus neither 
was Christ a cause of deception when He spoke 
many things to the people in parables, which He 
did not explain to them. 


Article 4. Whether an Angel Can 
Change the Human Senses? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that an angel cannot change the human 
senses. 

Objection 1. For the sensitive operation is a 
vital operation. But such an operation does not 
come from an extrinsic principle. Therefore the 
sensitive operation cannot be caused by an an- 
gel. 

Obj. 2, Further, the sensitive operation is no- 
bler than the nutritive. But the angel cannot 
change the nutrilive power, nor other natural 
forms. Therefore neither can he change the sen- 
sitive power. 

Obj. 3. Further, the senses are naturally 
moved by the sensible objects. But an angel 
cannot change the order of nature (Q CX, A. 4). 
Therefore an angel cannot change the senses, 
but these are changed always by the sensible ob- 
ject. 

On the contrary, The angels who overturned 
Sodom, struck the people of Sodom with blind- 
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ness or dopacla,! so that they could not find 
the door (Gen. 19. 11). The same is recorded 
of‘ the. Syrians whom Eliseus led into Samaria 
(LV Kings 6. 18). 

I answer that, The senses may be changed in 
a twofold manner. From without, as when they 
are changed by the sensible object. And from 
within, for we see that the senses are changed 
when the spirits and humours are disturbed; as 
for example, a sick man’s tongue, charged with 
choleric humour, tastes everything as bitter, 
and the like with the other senses. Now an an- 
gel, by his natural power, can work a change in 
the senses both ways. For an angel can offer the 
senses a sensible object from without, formed 
by nature or by the angel himself, as when he 
assumes a body, as we have said above (0. Lt, 
A. 2). Likewise he can move the spirits and hu- 
mours from within, as above remarked (A. 3), 
by which the senses are changed in various ways. 

Reply Obj, 1. The principle of the sensitive 
operation cannot be without the interior prin- 
ciple which is the sensitive power; but this 
interior principle can be moved in many ways 
by the exterior principle, as explained above. 

Reply Obj. 2. By the interior movement of 
the spirits and humours an angel can do some- 
thing towards changing the act of the nutritive 
power, and also of the appctitive and sensitive 
power, and of any other power using a corporeal 
organ. 

Reply Obj, 3. An angel can do nothing outside 
the entire order of creatures, but he can outside 
some particular order of nature, since he is not 
subject to that order. Thus in some special way 
an angel can work a change in the senses outside 
the common way of nature. 


QUESTION CXII 
THE MISSION OF THE ANGELS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE next consider the mission of the angels. Un- 
der this head arise four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether any angels are sent on works of min- 
istry? (2) Whether all are sent? (3) Whether 
those who are sent stand before God. (4) From 
what orders they are sent. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Angels Are Sent on 
Works of Ministry? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 

1 These are the only two passages in the Greek version 
where the word dopacia appears It expresses, in fact, 
the effect produced on the people of Sodom—namcly, 
dazzling (French version, éblouissement), which the Latin 
cecitas (blindness) does not necessarily imply. 
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seem that the angels are not sent on works of 
ministry. 

Objection 1. For every mission is to some dé- 
terminate place. But intellectual actions do not 
determine a place, for intellect abstracts from 
the here and now. Since therefore the angelic ac- 
tions are intellectual, it appears that the angels 
are not sent to perform their own actions. 

Obj. 2. Further, the empyrean heaven is the 
place that befits the angelic dignity. Therefore 
if they are sent to us in ministry, it seems that 
something of their dignity would be lost, which 
is not fitting. 

Obj, 3. Further, external occupation hinders 
the contemplation of wisdom; hence it is said: 
He that 1s less tn action, shall receive wisdom 
(Ecclus. 38. 25). So if some angels are sent on 
external ministrations, they would seemingly 
be hindered from contemplation. But the whole 
of their happiness consists in the contemplation 
of God. So if they were sent, their happiness 
would be lessened, which is unfitting. 

Obj. 4. Further, to minister is the part of an 
inferior. Hence it is written (Luke 22. 27): 
Which is the greater, he that sitteth at table, or 
he that serveth? is not he that sitteth at table? 
But the angels are naturally greater than we are. 
Therefore they are not sent to administer to us. 

On the contrary, It is written (Exod 23. 20): 
Behold I will send My angels who shall go be- 
fore thee. 

I answer that, From what has been said 
above (Q. cv, A. 6), it may be shown that 
some angels are sent in ministry by God. For, 
as we have already stated (Q, xLIU, A. 1), in 
treating of the mission of the Divine Persons, he 
is said to be sent who in any way proceeds from 
another so as to begin to be where he was not, 
or to be in another way where he already was. 
Thus the Son, or the Holy Ghost is said to be 
sent as proceeding from the Father by origin, 
and begins to be in a new way by grace or by 
the nature assumed, where He was before by the 
presence of His Godhead. For it is proper to 
God to be present everywhere, because, since 
He is the universal agent, His rower reaches to 
all being, and hence He exists in all things (a. 
VIII, A. I). 

An angel’s power, however, as a particular 
agent, does not reach to the whole universe, but 
reaches to one thing in such a wy as not to 
reach another. And so he is kere in such a man- 
ner as not to be there. But it is clear from what 
was above stated (q. cx, A. 1), that the cor- 
poreal creature is governed by the angels. 
Hence, whenever an angel has to perform any 
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work concerning a corporeal creature, the angel 
applies himself anew to that body by his power, 
and in that way begins to be there afresh. Now 
all this takes place by Divine command. Hence 
it follows that an angel is sent by God. 

Yet the action performed by the angel who is 
sent proceeds from God as from its first prin- 
ciple, at Whose nod and by Whose authority 
the angels work; and is reduced to God as to its 
last end. Now this is what is meant by a min- 
ister, for a minister is an intelligent instru- 
ment; but an instrument is moved by another, 
and its action is ordered to another. Hence an- 
gels’ actions are called ministries; and for this 
reason they are said to be sent in ministry. 

Reply Obj. 1. An operation can be intellectual 
in two ways. In one way, as dwelling in the intel- 
lect itself, as contemplation. Such an operation 
does not require to be in a place; indeed, as 
Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20):! “Even we 
ourselves as mentally tasting something eternal, 
are not in this world.” In another sense an ac- 
tion is said to be intellectual because it is regu- 
lated and commanded by some intellect. In that 
sense the intellectual operations evidently have 
sometimes a determinate place. 

Reply Obj. 2. The empyrean heaven belongs 
to the angelic dignity by way of fitness, since it 
is fitting that the higher body should be ap- 
pointed to that nature which occupies a rank 
above bodies. Yet an angel does not derive his 
dignity from the empyrean heaven. So when he 
is not actually in the empyrean heaven, nothing 
of his dignity is lost, as neither does a king less- 
en his dignity when not actually sitting on his 
regal throne, which suits his dignity. 

Reply Obj. 3. In ourselves the purity of con- 
templation is obscured by exterior occupation 
because we give ourselves to action through 
the sensitive powers. the action of which when 
it is intense impedes the action of the intellectu- 
al powers. An angel, on the contrary, regulates 
his exterior actions by the intellectual opera- 
tion alone. Hence it follows that his external oc- 
cupations in no respect impede his contempla- 
tion, »ecause, given two actions, one of which is 
the rule and the reason of the other, one does 
not hinder but helps the other. Therefore Greg- 
ory says (Moral. ii)? that “the angels do not go 
abroad in such a manner as to lose the delights 
of inward contemplation.” 

Reply Obj. 4. In their external actions the 
angels chiefly minister to God, and secondarily 
to us; not because we are superior to them, abso- 


1PL 42, 907. 
* Chap. 3 (PL 75, 556). 


FIRST PART Q, 112, ART. 2 


lutely speaking, but because, since every man or 
angel by cleaving to God is made one spirit 
with God, he is thereby superior to every crea- 
ture. Hence the Apostle says (Phil. 2. 3): Es- 
teeming others better than themselves. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether All the Angels Are 
Sent in Ministry? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that all the angels are sent in min- 
istry. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Heb. r. 
14): All are ministering spirits, scnt to minister 
(Vulg., Are they not all .. .?). 

Obj. 2. Further, among the orders, the high- 
est is that of the Seraphim, as stated above (Q. 
cviit, A. 6). But a Seraph was sent to purify the 
lips of the prophet (Isa. 6. 6, 7). Therefore 
much more are the inferior orders sent. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Divine Persons infinitely 
excel all the angelic orders. But the Divine Per- 
sons are sent. Therefore much more are even 
the highest angels sent. 

Obj. 4. Further, if the superior angels are not 
sent to the external ministries, this can only be 
because the superior angels execute the Divine 
ministries by means of the inferior angels. But 
as all the angels are unequal, as stated above 
(Q. L, A. 4). each angel has an angel inferior to 
himself except the last one. Therefore only the 
last angel would be sent in ministry, which con- 
tradicts the words, Thousands of thousands 
ministered to Him (Dan 7. 10). 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv 
in Ev.),' quoting the statement of Dionysius 
(Cel. Hier. xiii),? that “‘the higher ranks fulfil 
no exterior service.” 

I answer that, As appears from what has been 
said above (Q. CVI, A. 3; Q. CX, A. 1), the order 
of Divine Providence has so disposed not only 
among the angels, but also in the whole uni- 
verse, that inferior things are administered by 
the superior. By the Divine dispensation, how- 
ever, this order is sometimes departed from as 
regards corporeal things for the sake of a higher 
order, that is, according as it is suitable for the 
manifestation of grace. That the man born 
blind was enlightened (John, 9.1), that Lazarus 
was raised from the dead (John 11. 43), was ac- 
complished immediately by God without the 
action of the heavenly hodies. Moreover both 
good and bad angels can work some effect in 
these bodics independently of the heavenly 
bodies, by the condensation of the clouds into 
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rain, and by producing some such effects. Nor 
can anyone doubt that God can immediately re- 
veal things to men without the help of the an- 
gels, and the superior angels without the in- 
ferior. From this standpoint some have said? 
that according to the general law the superior 
angels are not sent, but only the inferior, yet 
that sometimes, by Divine dispensation, the su- 
perior angels also are sent. 

This, however, does not seem to be reason- 
able, because the angelic order is according to 
the gifts of grace. Now the order of grace has 
no order above itself for the sake of which it 
should be passed over, as the order of nature is 
passed over for the sake of grace. It may like- 
wise be observed that the order of nature in the 
working of miracles is passed over for the 
strengthening of faith, which purpose would re- 
ceive no additional strength if the angelic order 
were passed over, since this could not be per- 
ceived by us. Further, there is nothing in the Di- 
vine ministries above the capacity of the in- 
ferior orders. Hence Gregory says (loc. cit.) 
that “those who announce the highest things 
are called archangels. For this reason the arch- 
angel Gabriel was sent to the Virgin Mary.” 
And yet, as he says further on, this was the 
greatest of all the Divine ministries. Thus with 
Dionysius (Cel. Hier. xiii)4 we must say, with- 
out any distinction, that the superior angels are 
never sent to the external ministry. 

Reply Obj. 1. As in the missions of the Di- 
vine Persons there is a visible mission, in re- 
gard to the corporeal creature, and an invisible 
mission, in regard to a spiritual effect, so like- 
wise in the angelic missions there is an external 
mission, in respect of some administration of 
corporeal] things—and on such a mission not all 
the angels are sent,—and an interior mission, in 
respect of some intellectual effect, just as one 
angel enlightens another—and in this way all 
the angels are sent. 

It may also he said that the Apostle wishes to 
prove that Christ is greater than the angels who 
were chosen as the messengers of the law, in or- 
der that He might thus show the excellence of 
the new over the old law. Hence there is no need 
to apply this to any other angels besides those 
who were sent to give the law. 

Reply Obj. 2. According to Dionysius (zbid.), 
the angel who was sent to purify the prophet’s 
lips was one of the inferior order, but was called 
a Seraph, that is, burning in an equivocal sense, 
because he came to burn the lips of the prophet. 
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It may also be said. that: the superior. angels 
communicate their own proper gifts whereby 
they are. named, through the ministry of the in- 
ferior angels. Thus one of the Seraphim is de- 
scribed as purifying by fire the prophet’s lips, 
not as if he did so immediately, but because an 
inferior angel did so by his power, just as the 
Pope is said to absolve a man when he gives ab- 
solution by means of someone else. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Divine Persons are not 
sent in ministry, but are said to be sent in an 
equivocal sense, as appears from what has been 
said (Q. XLIII, A. 1). 

Reply 06j. 4. Many grades exist in the Di- 
vine ministries. Hence there is nothing to pre- 
vent angels though unequal from being sent 
immediately in ministry, in such a manner how- 
ever that the superior are sent to the higher 
ministries, and the lower to the inferior minis- 
tries. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether All the Angels Who Are 
Sent Stand Before God? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the angels who are sent also 
stand before God (assistant). 

Objection 1. For Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv 
in Ev.) :' “So the angels are sent and stand be- 
fore God; for, though the angelic spirit is lim- 
ited, yet the supreme Spirit, God, is not lim- 
ited.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the angel was sent to ad- 
minister to Tobias. Yet he said, / am the angel 
Raphael, one of the seven who stand before the 
Lord (Tob. 12. 15). Therefore the angels who 
are sent stand before God. 

Obj. 3. Further, every holy angel is nearer to 
God than Satan is. Yet Satan stood before God, 
according to Job. 1. 6: When the sons of God 
came to stand before the Lord, Satan. also was 
present among them. Therefore much more do 
the angels who are sent to minister stand before 
God. 

Obj. 4. Further, if the inferior angels do not 
stand before God, the reason is because they 
receive the Divine enlightenment not immedi- 
ately, but through the superior angels But every 
angel receives the Divine enlightenment from a 
superior, except the one who is highest of all. 
Therefore only the highest angel would stand 
before God, which is contrary to the text of 
Dan, 7.10: Ten thousand times a hundred thou- 
sand stood before Him. Therefore the angels 
who are sent also stand before God. 

On the contrary, Gregory says, on Job. 25. 3: 
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Is there any numberingof His soldiers? (Moral, 
xvii) :? “Those powers stand before God who 
do not go forth as messengers to men.” There- 
fore those who are sent in ministry do not assist. 

I answer that, The angels are spoken of as 
being present before and administering, after 
the likeness of those who attend upon a king, 
some of whom ever wait upon him, and hear his 
commands immediately, while others there are 
to whom the royal commands are conveyed by 
those who are in attendance—for instance, those 
who are placed at the head of the administration 
of various cities. These are said to administer, 
not to wait upon. 

We must therefore observe that all the an- 
gels gaze upon the Divine Essence immediately ; 
in regard to which all, even those who minister, 
are said to stand before God. Hence Gregory 
says (Moral. ii)’ that “those who are sent on 
the external ministry of our salvation can al- 
ways be present before or see the face of the 
Father.” Yet not all the angels can perceive the 
secrets of the Divine mysteries in the clearness 
itself of the Divine Essence, but only the su- 
perior angels who announce them to the inferior. 
And in that respect only the superior angels be- 
longing to the highest hierarchy are said to be 
present before God, those, according to Diony- 
sius,‘ whose special prerogative it is to be en- 
lightened immediately by God. 

From this appears the reply to the first and 
second obj&ctions, which are based on the first 
mode of attending 

Reply Obj. 3. Satan is not described as hav- 
ing stood before God, but as present among 
those who stood before God; for, as Gregory 
says (Moral. ii),° “though he has lost happi- 
ness still he has retained a nature like to the 
angels.” 

Reply Obj. 4. All the attendants see some 
things immediately in the glory of the Divine 
Essence, and so it may be said that it is the 
prerogative of the whole of the highest hier- 
archy to be immediately enlightened by God. 
But the higher ones among them see more than 
is seen by the inferior; some of whom en- 
lighten others, as also among those who attend 
upon the king, one knows more of the king’s 
secrets than another. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether All the Angels of 

the Second Hicrarchy Are Sent? 
We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
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would seem that al] the angels of the second 
hierarchy are sent. 

Objection 1. For all the angels either attend, 
or minister, according to Daniel 7. ro. But the 
angels of the second hierarchy do not stand be- 
fore God, for they are enlightened by the angels 
of the first hierarchy, as Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier. viii).| Therefore all the angels of the sec- 
ond hierarchy are sent in ministry. 

Obj. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xvii)? 
that “there are more who minister than who 
stand before the throne ” This would not be the 
case if the angels of the second hierarchy were 
not sent in ministry. Therefore all the angels 
of the second hierarchy are sent to minister. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
viii)* that “the Dominations are above all sub- 
jection.” But to be sent implies subjection. 
Therefore the Dominations are not sent to min- 
ister. 

I answer that, As above stated (a. 1), to be 
sent to external ministry properly belongs to an 
angel according as he acts by Divine command 
in respect of any corporeal creature, which is 
part of the execution of the Divine ministry. 
Now the angelic properties are manifested by 
their names, as Dionysius says (Cel. Tier. 
vii). And therefore the angels of those orders 
are sent to external ministry whose names sig- 
nify some kind of administration. But the name 
Dominations does not signify any such adminis- 
tration, but only disposition and command in 
administering. On the other hand, the names of 
the inferior orders imply administration, for 
the Angels and Archangels are called so from 
announcing, the Virtues and Powers are called 
so in respect of some act; and it is right that 
the Prince, according to what Gregory says 
(Hom, xxxiv in Ev.)> “be first among the 
workers.” Hence it belongs to these five orders 
to be sent to external ministry, but not to the 
four superior orders. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Dominations are counted 
amongst the ministering angels, not as exercis- 
ing but as disposing and commanding what is 
to be done by others. Thus an architect docs not 
put his hands to the production of his art. but 
only disposes and orders what others are to do. 

Reply Obj]. 2. A twofold reason may be given 
in assigning the number of the attending and 
ministering angels. For Gregory says that those 
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who minister are more numerous than those 
who attend, because he takes the words (Dan. 
7. 10) thousands of thousands ministered to 
Him, not in a multiple but in a partitive sense, 
to mean thousands out of thousands. Thus the 
number of those who minister is indefinite, and 
signifies excess; but the number of attendants is 
finite as in the words added, and ten thousand 
times a hundred thousand assisted Him. This ex- 
planation rests on the opinion of the Platonists,® 
who said that the nearer things are to the one 
first principle, the smaller they are in number, 
just as the nearer a number is to unity, the lesser 
it is than multitude. This opinion is verified as 
regards the number of orders, as six administer 
and three stand before the throne. 

Dionysius, however (Cel. Hier. xiv)’ de- 
clares that the multitude of angels surpasses all 
the multitude of material things; so that, just as 
the superior bodies exceed the inferior in magni- 
tude {o an immeasurable degrce, so the superior 
incorporeal natures surpass all corporeal na- 
tures in multitude, because whatever is better is 
more intended and more multiplied by God. 
Hience, as the attendants are superior to the 
ministers there will be more attendants than 
ministers. In this way, the words “thousands of 
thousands” are taken by way of multiplication, 
to signify a thousand times a thousand. And 
because ten times a hundred is a thousand, if it 
were said ‘“‘ten times a hundred thousand” it 
would mean that there are as many attendants 
as ministers. But since it is written “ten thou- 
sand times a hundred thousand,” we are given 
to understand that the attendants are much 
more numerous (han the ministers. Nor is this 
said to signify that this is the precise number 
of angels, but rather that it is much greater, in 
that it exceeds all material multitude. This is 
signified by the multiplication together of the 
greatest numbers, namely ten, a hundred, and a 
thousand, as Dionysius remarks in the same 
passage. 


QUESTION CXITIT 
OF THE GUARDIANSHIP OF THE GOOD 
ANGELS AND THEIR WARFARE AGAINST 
THE EVIL ANGELS 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE next consider the guardianship exercised by 
the good angels, and their warfare against the 
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evil angels (Q. cxtv). Under the first head eight 
points of inquiry arise: (1) Whether men are 
guarded by the angels? (2) Whether to each 
man is assigned a single guardian angel? (3) 
Whether the guardianship belongs only to the 
lowest order of angels? (4) Whether it is fitting 
for each man to have an angel guardian? (5) 
When does an angel’s guardianship of a man 
begin? (6) Whether the angel guardians always 
watch over men? (7) Whether the angel grieves 
over the loss of the one guarded? (8) Whether 
rivalry exists among the angels as regards their 
guardianship? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Men Are Guarded 
By the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that men are not guarded by the 
angels. 

Objection 1. For guardians are assigned to 
some because they either do not know how, or 
are not able, to guard themselves, as children 
and the sick. But man is able to guard himself 
by his free choice, and knows how by his nat- 
ural knowledge of natural law. Therefore man 
is not guarded by an angel. 

Obj. 2. Further, a strong guard makes a 
weaker one superfluous. But men are guarded 
by God, according to Ps. 120. 4: He shall neither 
slumber nor sleep, that keepeth Isracl. There- 
fore man does not need to be guarded by an an- 
gel. 

Obj. 3. Further, the loss of the guarded comes 
back to the negligence of the guardian; hence 
it was said to a certain one: Keep this man; and 
if he shall slip away, thy life shall be for his life 
(III Kings 20. 39). Now many perish daily 
through falling into sin, whom the angels could 
help by visible appearance, or by miracles, or in 
some such way. The angels would therefore be 
negligent if men are given to their guardianship. 
But that is clearly false. Therefore the angels 
are not the guardians of men. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. go. rr): 
He hath given His angels charge over thee, to 
keep thee tn all thy ways. 

I answer that, According to the plan of Di- 
vine Providence, we find that in all things the 
movable and .hangeable are moved and regu- 
lated by the immovable and un: hangeable, as 
all corporeal things by immovable spiritual suh- 
stances, and the inferior bodies by the superior 
which are unchangeable in substance. We our- 
selves also are regulated as regards conclusions, 
about which we may have various opinions, by 
the principles which we hold in an invariable 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


manner. It is moreover manifest that as re- 
gards things to be done human knowledge and 
affection can vary and fail from good in many 
ways. And so it was necessary that angels 
should be assigned for the guardianship of men, 
in order to regulate them and move them to 
good. 

Reply Obj. 1. By free choice man can avoid 
evil to a certain degree, but not in any sufficient 
degree, for he is weak in affection towards good 
on account of the manifold passions of the soul. 
Likewise universal natural knowledge of the law, 
which by nature belongs to man, to a certain de- 
gree directs man to good, but not in a sufficient 
degree, because in the application of the univer- 
sal principles of law to particular works man 
happens to be deficient in many ways. Hence it 
is written (Wisd. 9. 14): The thoughts of mor- 
tal men are fearful, and our counsels uncertain. 
Thus man needs to be guarded by the angels. 

Reply Obj. 2. Two things are required for a 
good action. First, that the affection be inclined 
to good, which is effected in us by the habit of 
moral virtue. Secondly, that reason should dis- 
cover the proper ways to carry out the good of 
virtue. This the Philosopher attributes! to pru- 
dence. As regards the first, God guards man 
immediately by pouring into him grace and vir- 
tues. As regards the second, God guards man as 
his universal teacher, Whose precepts reach 
man by the medium of the angels, as above 
stated (Q. CXI, A. T). 

Reply Obj. 3. As men depart from the natural 
instinct of good by reason of a sinful passion, 
so also do they depart from the instigation of 
the good angels, which takes place invisibly 
when they enlighten man that he may do what 
is fight Hence that men perish is not to be as- 
cribed to the negligence of the angels but to the 
malice of men That they sometimes appear to 
men visibly outside the ordinary course of na- 
ture comes from a special! grace of God, as 
likewise that miracles occur outside the order of 
nature. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Each Man Is Guarded 

By an Angel? 

‘We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that each man is not guarded by 
an angel. 

Objection 1. For an angel is stronger than a 
man. But one man suffices to guard many men. 
Therefore much more can one angel guard 
many men. 

Obj. 2. Further, the lower things are brought 
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to God through the medium of the higher, as 
Dionysius says (Cal. Hier. iv). But as all the 
angels are unequal (Q. L, A. 4), there is only 
one angel between whom and men there is no 
medium. Therefore there is only one angel who 
immediately keeps men. 

Obj. 3. Further, the greater angels are dep- 
uted to the greater offices. But it is not a great- 
er office to keep one man more than another, 
since all men are naturally equal. Since there- 
fore of all the angels one is greater than another, 
as Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. x),? it seems that 
different men are not guarded by different an- 
gels. 

On the contrary, On the text, Their angels in 
heaven, etc. (Matt. 8 10), Jerome says :* “Great 
is the dignity of souls, for each one to have an 
angel assigned to guard it from its birth.” 

I answer that, Each man has a guardian an- 
gel appointed to him. The reason for this is that 
the guardianship of angels belongs to the execu- 
tion of Divine Providence concerning men. But 
God’s providence acts differently as regards 
men and as regards other corruptible creatures, 
for they are related differently to incorruptibil- 
ity. For men are not only incorruptible in the 
common species, but also in the proper forms of 
each individual, which are the rational souls, 
which cannot be said of other incorruptible 
things. Now it is manifest that the providence 
of God is chiefly exercised towards what re- 
mains for ever; but as regards things which 
pass away, the providence of God acts so as to 
order them to the things which are perpetual. 
Thus the providence of God is related to each 
man as it is to every genus or species of things 
corruptible. But. according to Gregory (//om., 
xxxiv in Ev.),4 “the different orders are as- 
signed to the different gencra of things, for in- 
stance the Powers to coerce the demons, the Vir. 
tues to work miracles in things corporeal.” And 
it is probable that the different species are pre- 
sided over by different angels of the same order. 
Hence it is also reasonable to suppose that dif- 
ferent angels are appointed to the guardianship 
of different men. 

Reply Obj. 1. A guardian may be assigned to 
a man for two reasons. First, since a man is an 
individual, and thus to one man one guardian is 
due; and sometimes several are appointed to 
guard one. Secondly, since a man is part of a 
community. And thus one man is appointed as 
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guardian of a whole community, to whom it per- 
tains to deal with what concerns each man in 
his relation to the whole community, such as ex- 
ternal deeds, which are sources of strength or 
weakness to others. But guardian angels are 
given to men also as regards invisible and hid- 
den things, concerning the salvation of each one 
in his own regard. Hence individual angels are 
appointed to guard individual men. 

Reply Obj. 2. As above stated (Q. CXII, A. 3, 
Ans. 4), all the angels of the first hierarchy are, 
as to some things, enlightened by God directly; 
but, as to other things, only the superior are 
directly enlightened by God, and these reveal 
them to the inferior. And the same also applies 
to the inferior orders. For a lower angel is en- 
lightened in some respects by one of the high- 
est, and in other respects by the one immedi- 
ately above him. Thus it is possible that some 
one angel enlightens a man immediately, and 
yet has other angels beneath him whom he en- 
lightens. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although men are equal in na- 
ture, still inequality exists among them, accord- 
ing as Divine Providence orders some to the 
greater, and others to the lesser things. accord- 
ing to Ecclus. 33. 11,12: With much knowledge 
the Lord hath divided them, and diversified 
their ways: some of them hath He blessed and 
exalted, and some of them hath He cursed and 
brought low. Thus it is a greater office to guard 
one man than another. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether to Guard Men Belongs 
Only to the Lowest Order of Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the guardianship of men does 
not belong only to the lowest order of the an- 
gels... 
Objection 1. For Chrysostom says® that the 
text (Matt. 18. 10), Their angels in heaven, etc., 
‘is to be understood not of any angels, but of 
the highest.” Therefore the superior angels 
guard men. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle says that angels 
are sent to minister for them who shall receive 
the inheritance of salvation (Heb. 1. 14), and 
thus it seems that the mission of the angels is 
directed to the guardianship of men. But five 
orders are sent in external ministry (Q. CXM, A. 
4). Therefore all the angels of the five orders 
are appointed to the guardianship of men. 

Obj. 3. Further, for the guardianship of men 
it seems especially necessary to coerce the de- 
mons, which pertains most of all to the Powers, 
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according to Gregory (Hom. xxxiv in Ev.),) 
and to work miracles, which pertains to the Vir- 
tues. Therefore these orders are also appointed 
to the work of guardianship, and not only the 
lowest order. 

On the contrary, In the Psalm (90) the 
guardianship of men is attributed to the angels, 
who belong to the lowest order, according to 
Dionysius (Cel. Hier. ix).? 

I answer that, As above stated (A. 2, ans. 1), 
man is guarded in two ways. In one way by 
particular guardianship, according as to each 
man an angel is appointed to guard him; and 
such guardianship belongs to the lowest order 
of the angels, whose place it is, according to 
Gregory,® “to announce the lesser things.” For 
it seems to be the least of the angelic offices to 
procure what concerns the salvation of only one 
man. The other kind of guardianship is uni- 
versal, multiplied according to the different or- 
ders. For the more universal an agent is, the 
higher it is. Thus the guardianship of the human 
race helongs to the order of Principalities, or 
perhaps to the Archangels, whom we call the 
angel princes. Hence, Michael, whom we call an 
archangel, is also styled one of the princes 
(Dan. ro. 13). Morcover all corporeal natures 
are guarded by the Virtues. and likewise the 
demons hy the Powers, and the good spirits by 
the Principalities, according to Gregory's opin- 
ion (op. cit.).4 

Reply Obj. 1. The words of Chrysostom can 
be taken to mean the highest in the lowest or- 
der of angels. For, as Dionysius says (Cel. ITZier. 
x)® in each order there are first, middle. and 
last. It is, however, probable that the greater 
angels are appointed to keep those chosen by 
God for the higher degree of glorv 

Reply Obj, 2. Not all the angels who are sent 
have a particular guardianship of individual 
men, but some orders have a universal guardian- 
ship. greater or less. as explained above. 

Reply Obj. 3. Even inferior angels exercise 
the office of the superior. in so far as they share 
in their gifts, and they are executors of the su- 
periors’ power. And in this way all the angels of 
the lowest order can coerce the demons, and 
work miracles. 


ArTicte 4. Whether Angels Are Appointed 
to the Guardianship of All Men? 
We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
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would seem that angels are not appointed to the 
guardianship of all men. 

Objection 1. For it is written of Christ (Phil. 
2.7) that He was made in the likeness of men, 
and in habit found as a man. If therefore angels 
are appointed to the guardianship of all men, 
Christ also would have had a guardian angel. 
But this is not fitting, for Christ is greater than 
all] the angels. Therefore angels are not ap- 
pointed to the guardianship of all men. 

Obj. 2. Further, Adam was the first of all 
men. But it was not fitting that he should have 
a guardian angel, at least in the state of inno- 
cence, for then he was not beset by any dangers. 
Therefore angels are not appointed to the 
guardianship of all men. 

Obj. 3. Further, angels are appointed to the 
guardianship of men that they may take them 
by the hand and guide them to eternal life, en- 
courage them to good works, and protect them 
against the assaults of the demons. But men who 
are foreknown to damnation never attain to 
eternal life. Infidels also, though at times they 
perform good works, do not perform them well, 
for they have not a right intention; for “faith 
directs the intention” as Augustine says (Exarr. 
li in Ps. 31) ® Moreover, the coming of Anti- 
christ will be according to the working of Satan, 
as it is written (II Thess. 2. 9). Therefore an- 
gels are not appointed to the guardianship of 
all men 

On the contrary is the authority of Jerome 
quoted above (A. 2).’ for he says that “each 
soul has an angel ayypointed to guard it.” 

I answer that, Man while in this state of life, 
is, as it were, on a road by which he should jour- 
ney towards heaven. On this road man is threat- 
ened by many dangers both from within and 
from without, according to Ps 161. 4. Jn this 
way wherein T walked, they have hidden a snare 
for me And therefore as guardians are ap- 
pointed for men who have to j-ass by an unsafe 
road, so an angel guardian is assigned to each 
man as long as he is a wayfarer. When, how- 
ever, he arrives at the end of life he no longer 
has a giardian angel, but in the kingdom he will 
have an angel to reign with him, in hell a demon 
to-spunish him. 

Reply Obj. 1. Christ as man was guided im- 
mediately by the Word of God. Therefore He 
did not need to be guarded by an angel. Again 
as regards His soul, He was one comprehending, 
although in regard to His passible body, he was 
a wayfarer. In this latter respect it was right 
that He should have, not a guardian angel as 
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superior to Him, but a ministering angel as. in- 
ferior to Him. And so it is written (Matt. 4. 11) 
that angels came and ministered to Him. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the state of innocence man 
was not threatened by any peril from within, be- 
cause all was well ordered within him, as we 
have said above (Q. xcv, AA. 1, 3). But peril 
threatened from without on account of the 
snares of the demons, as was proved by the event. 
For this reason he needed a guardian angel. 

Reply Obj. 3. Just as the foreknown, the in- 
fidels, and even Antichrist, are not deprived of 
the interior help of natural reason, so neither are 
they deprived of that exterior help granted by 
God to the whole human race,—namely the 
guardianship of the angels. And although this 
help which they receive does not result in their 
deserving eternal life by good works, it does 
nevertheless conduce to their being protected 
from certain evils which would hurt both them- 
selves and others For even the demons are held 
off by the good angels, lest they hurt as much 
as they will to do. In like manner Antichrist will 
not do as much harm as he would wish. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether an Angel Is Appointed 
to Guard a Man from His Birth? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that an angel is not appointed to 
guard a man from his birth. 

Objection 1. For angels are sent to minister 
for them who shall receive the inheritance of 
salvation, as the Apostle says (Heb. 1. 14). But 
men begin to receive the inheritance of salva- 
tion when they are baptized. Therefore an angel 
is appointed to guard a man from the time of his 
baptism, not of his birth. 

Obj. 2. Further, men arc guarded by angels in 
as far as angels enlighten and instruct them. But 
children are not capable of instruction as soon 
as they are born, for they do not have the use of 
reason. Therefore angels are not appointed to 
guard chyidren as soon as they are born. 

Obj. 3. Further, a child has a rational soul for 
some time before birth, just as well as after. 
But it does not appear that an angel is appoint- 
ed to guard a child before its birth, for they are 
not then admitted to the sacraments of the 
Church. Therefore angels are not appointed to 
guard men from the moment of their birth. 

On the contrary, Jerome says? that “each soul 
has an angel appointed to guard it from its 
birth.” 

I answer that, As Origen observes (Tract. 
xili super Matt.)* there are two opinions on this 

1In Matt., 11, on 18.10 (PL 26, 135). 3 PG 13, 1165. 
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matter. For some have held that the guardian 
angel is appointed at the time of baptism, oth- 
ers, that he is appointed at the time of birth, 
The latter opinion Jerome approves (loc. cit.), 
and with reason. For those benefits which are 
conferred by God on man as a Christian, such 
as receiving the Eucharist, and the like, begin 
with his baptism. But those which are conferred 
by God on man as a rational being, are be- 
stowed on him at his birth, for it is then that he 
receives that nature. Among the latter benefits 
we must count the guardianship of angels, as we 
have said above (AA. 1, 4). Therefore from the 
very moment of his birth man has an angel 
guardian appointed to him. 

Reply Obj. 1. Angels are sent to minister, and 
efficaciously. only for those who will receive the 
inheritance of salvation, if we consider the ulti- 
mate effect of their guardianship, which is the 
realizing of that inheritance. Nevertheless, the 
angelic ministrations are not withdrawn from 
others, although they are not so efficacious as to 
bring them to salvation. Still, they are effica- 
cious in so far as they ward off many evils. 

Reply Obj. 2. Guardianship is ordered to en- 
lightenment by instruction as to its ullimate and 
principal effect. Nevertheless it has many other 
effects consistent with childhood; for instance 
to ward off the demons, and to prevent both 
bodily and spiritual harm. 

Reply Obj. 3. As long as the child is in the 
mother’s womb it is not entirely separate, but 
by reason of a certain intimate tie, is still part of 
her, just as the fruit while hanging on the tree 
is part of the tree. And therefore it can be said 
with some degree of probability, that the angel 
who guards the mother guards the child while 
in the womb. But at its birth, when it becomes 
separate from the mother, an angel guardian is 
appointed to it, as Jerome, quoted above, says. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Angel Guardian 
Ever Forsakes a Man? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the angel guardian sometimes 
forsakes the man whom he is appointed to 
guard. 

Objection x. For it is said (Jer. 51. 9) in the 
person of the angels: We would have cured 
Babylon, but she is not healed: let us forsake 
her. And (Isa. 5. 5) it is written: J will take 
away the hedge—that is, the guardianship of the 
angels (gloss)*—and it shall be wasted. 

Obj. 2. Further, God’s guardianship excels 
that of the angels. But God forsakes man at 
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times, according to Ps. 21. 2: O God, my God, 
look upon me: why hast Thou forsaken me? 
Much rather therefore does an angel guardian 
forsake man. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Damascene (De 
Fide Orth. ii, 3),' “When the angels are here 
with us, they are not in heaven.” But sometimes 
they are in heaven. Therefore sometimes they 
forsake us. 

On the contrary, The demons are ever assail- 
ing us, according to I Pet. 5.8: Your adversary 
the devil, as a roaring lion, goeth about, seeking 
whom he may devour, Much more therefore do 
the good angels ever guard us. 

I answer that, As appears above (A. 2), the 
guardianship of the angels is an effect of Divine 
Providence in regard to man. Now it is evident 
that neither man, nor anything at all, is entirely 
withdrawn from the providence of God; for in 
as far as a thing participates being. so far is it 
subject to the providence that extends over all 
being. God indeed is said to forsake man, ac- 
cording to the ordering of His providence, but 
only in so far as He allows man to suffer some 
defect of punishment or of fault. In like manner 
it must be said that the angel guardian never 
forsakes a man entirely, but sometimes he 
leaves him in some particular, for instance by 
not preventing him from being subject to some 
trouble, or even from falling into sin, according 
to the ordering of Divine judgments. In this 
sense Babylon and the Housc of Israel are said 
to have heen forsaken by the angels, because 
their angel guardians did not prevent them from 
being subject to tribulation. 

From this the answers are clear to the first 
and second objections. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although an angel may forsake 
a man sometimes as regards place, he does not 
for that reason forsake him as to the effect of 
his guardianship. For even when he is in heaven 
he knows what is happening to man; nor does 
he need time for his local motion, for he can be 
with man in an instant. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Angels Grieve for the 
Ills of Those Whom They Guard? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that angels grieve for the ills of 
those whom they guard. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Isa. 33. 7): 
The angels of peace shall weep bitterly. But 
weeping is a sign of grief and sorrow. Therefore 
angels grieve for the ills of those whom they 
guard. 
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Obj. 2. Further, according to Augustine,” 
“sorrow is for those things that happen against 
our will.” But the loss of the man whom he has 
guarded is against the guardian angel’s will. 
Therefore angels grieve for the loss of men. 

Obj. 3. Further, as sorrow is contrary to joy, 
sO penance is contrary to sin. But angels rejoice 
about one sinner doing penance, as we are told, 
Luke 15. 7. Therefore they grieve for the just 
man who falls into sin. 

Obj. 4. Further, on Numbers 18. 12: Whatso- 
ever first-fruits they offer, etc., the gloss of Ori- 
gen says :° “The angels are brought to judgment 
as to whether men have fallen through their 
negligence or through their own fault.” But it is 
reasonable for anyone to grieve for the ills 
which have brought him to judgment. Therefore 
angels grieve for men’s sins. 

On the contrary, Where there is grief and sor- 
row, there is not perfect happiness And so it is 
written (Apoc. 21. 4): Death shall be no more, 
nor mourning, nor crying, nor sorrow, But the 
angels are perfectly happy. Therefore they have 
no cause for grief. 

I answer that, Angels do not grieve, either for 
sins or for the pains inflicted on men For grief 
and sorrow, according to Augustine (lac. cit.) 
are for those things which occur against our 
will. But nothing happens in the world contrary 
to the will of the angels and the other blessed, 
because their will cleaves entirely to the order- 
ing of Divine justice, while nothing happens in 
the world save what is effected or permitted by 
Divine justice. Therefore absolutely speaking, 
nothing occurs in the world against the will of 
the blessed. For as the Philosopher says‘ that is 
cailed absolutely voluntary, which a man wills 
in a particular case. and at a particular time, 
having considered all the circumstances. But 
considered universally, such a thing would not 
be voluntary; thus for exam;’e, the sailor does 
not will the casting of his cargo into the sea, 
considered universally and absolutely, but he 
wills it on account of the threatened danger of 
his life And so this is voluntary rather than in- 
voluntary, as stated in the same passage. There- 
fore universally and absolutely speaking, the an- 
gels do not will sin and the pains inflicted on its 
account, but they do will the fulfilment of the 
ordering of Divine justice in this matter, in re- 
spect of which some are subjected to pains and 
are allowed to fall into sin. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of Isaias may be 
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understood of the angels, that is, the messen- 
gers, of Ezechias, who wept on account of the 
words of Rabsaces, as related Isa. 37. 2 segq. 
This would be the literal sense. According to the 
allegorical sense the angels of peace are the 
apostles and preachers who weep for men’s sins. 
If this passage be expounded of the blessed an- 
gels according to the anagogical sense, then the 
expression 1s metaphorical, and signifies that, 
universally speaking, the angels will the salva- 
tion of mankind. For it is in this manner that we 
attribute passions to God and the angels. 

The reply to the second objection appears 
from what has been said. 

Reply Obj. 3. Both in man’s repentance and 
in man’s sin there is one reason for the angel’s 
joy, namely the fulfilment of the ordering of the 
Divine Providence. 

Reply Obj. 4. The angels are brought into 
judgment for the sins of men, not as guilty, but 
as witnesses to convict man of weakness. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether There Can Be Strife or 
Discord among the Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that there can not be strife or dis- 
cord among the angels. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Job 25. 2): 
Who maketh peace in His high places. But strife 
is opposed to peace. Therefore among the high 
angels there is no strife. 

Obj 2. Further, where there is perfect charity 
and just authority there can be no strife. But all 
this exists among the angels. Therefore there is 
no strife among the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, if we say that angels strive 
for those whom they guard, one angel must take 
one side, and another angel the opposite side. 
But if one side has justice the other side lacks 
justice. It will follow therefore, that a good an- 
gel is a furtherer of injustice. which is unfitting. 
Therefore there is no strife among good angels. 

On the contrary, It is written (Dan. 10. 13): 
The prince of the kingdom of the Persians re- 
sisted me one and twenty days. But this prince 
of the Persians was the angel appointed to the 
guardianship of the kingdom of the Persians. 
Therefore one good angel resists the others, and 
thus there is strife among them. 

I answer that, The raising of this question is 
occasioned by this passage of Daniel.'! Jerome 
explains it? by saying that the prince of the king- 
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dom of the Persians is the angel who opposed 
the setting free of the people of Israel, for 
whom Daniel was praying, his prayers being of- 
fered to God by Gabriel. And this resistance of 
his may have been caused by some prince of the 
demons having led the Jewish captives in Persia 
into sin, which sin was an impediment to the ef- 
ficacy of the prayer which Daniel put up for 
that same people. 

But according to Gregory (Moral. xvii),3 the 
prince of the kingdom of Persia was a good an- 
gel appointed to the guardianship of that king- 
dom. To see therefore how one angel can be said 
to resist another, we must note that the Divine 
judgments in regard to various kingdoms and 
various men are executed by the angels. Now in 
their actions the angels are ruled by the Divine 
decree. But it happens at times in various king- 
doms or various men there are contrary merits 
or demerits, so that one of them is subject to 
or placed over another. As to what is the order- 
ing of Divine wisdom on such matters, the an- 
gels cannot know it unless God reveal it to 
them, and so they need to consult Divine wis- 
dom concerning these things. And so according 
as they consult the Divine will concerning vari- 
ous contrary and opposing merits, they are said 
to resist one another; not that their wills are in 
opposition, since they are all of one mind as to 
the fulfilment of the Divine decree, but that the 
things about which they seek knowledge are in 
opposition. 

From this the answers to the objections are 
clear. 


QUESTION CXIV 
OF THE ASSAULTS OF THE DEMONS 
(In Five Articles) 


WE now consider the assaults of the demons. 
Under this head there are five points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether men are assailed by the demons? 
(2) Whether to tempt is proper to the devil? 
(3) Whether all the sins of men are to be set 
down to the assaults or temptations of the de- 
mons? (4) Whether they can work true mira- 
cles for the purpose of leading men astray? (5) 
Whether the demons who are overcome by men 
are hindered from making further assaults? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Men Are Assailed 
by the Demons? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that men are not assailed by the 
demons. 
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Objection 1. For angels are sent by God to 
ard man. But demons are not sent by God, 

the demons’ intention is the loss of souls, 
' whereas God's intention is the salvation of souls. 
Therefore demons are not assigned to assail 
man. ' 

. Obj. 2. Further, it is not a fair fight for the 
weak to be set against the strong, and the igno- 
rant against the astute. But men are weak and 
ignorant, whereas the demons are strong and as- 
tute. It is not therefore to be permitted by God, 
the author of all justice, that men should be as- 
sailed by demons. 

Obj. 3. Further, the assaults of the flesh and 
the world are enough for man’s exercise. But 
God permits His elect to be assailed that they 
may be exercised. Therefore there is no need for 
them to be assailed by the demons. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Eph. 6. 
12): Our wrestling is not against flesh and 
blood; but against Principalities and Powers, 
against the rulers of the world of this darkness, 
against the spirits of wickedness in the high 
places. 

I answer that, Two things may be considered 
in the assault of the demons—the assault itself, 
and its ordering. The assault itself is due to the 
malice of the demons, who through envy en- 
deavour to hinder man’s progress. and through 
pride usurp a semblance of Divine power, by 
appointing certain ministers to assail man, asthe 
angels of God in their various offices minister to 
man’s salvation. But the ordering of the assault 
is from God, Who knows how to make orderly 
use of evil by ordering it to good. On the other 
hand, in regard to the angels, both their guardi- 
anship and its ordering are to be referred to God 
as their first author. 

Reply Obj. 1. The wicked angels assail men in 
two ways. First, by instigating them to sin. And 
thus they are not sent by God to assail us, but 
are sometimes permitted to do so according to 
God’s just judgments. But sometimes their as- 
sault is a punishment to man. And thus they are 
sent by God. as the lying spirit was sent to pun- 
ish Achab, King of Israel, as is related in ITI 
Kings (22. 20). For punishment is referred to 
God as its first author. Nevertheless the demons 
who are sent to punish, do so with an intention 
other than that for which they are sent; for they 
punish from hatred or envy, although they are 
sent by God on account of His justice. 

Reply Obj. 2. In order that the conditions of 
the fight be not unequal, there is as regards man 
the promised recompense, to be gained princi- 
pally through the grace of God, secondarily 


through the guardianship of the angels. And so 
(TV -Kings 6. 16), Eliseus said to his servant: 
Fear not, for there are more with us than with 
them. 

Reply Obj. 3. The assault of the flesh and the 
world would suffice for the exercise of human 
weakness, but it does not suffice for the demons’ 
malice, which makes use of both the above in 
assailing men. But by the Divine ordering this 
tends to the glory of the elect. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether to Tempt Is Proper 
to the Devil? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that to tempt is not proper to the 
devil. 

Objection 1. For God is said to tempt, accord- 
ing to Genesis 22. 1, God tempted Abraham, 
Moreover man is tempted by the flesh and the 
world. Again, man is said to tempt God, and to 
tempt man. Therefore it is not proper to the 
devil to tempt. 

Obj. 2. Further, to tempt is a sign of igno- 
rance. But the demons know what happens 
among men. Therefore the demons do not 
tempt. 

Obj. 3. Further, temptation is the road to sin. 
Now sin dwells in the will. Since therefore the 
demons cannot change man’s will, as appears 
from what has been said above (0. cxt, A. 2), 
it seems that it is not in their province to tempt. 

On the contrary, It is written (I Thess. 3. 5): 
Lest perhaps he that tempteth should have 
tempted you: to which the gloss adds, “‘that is, 
the devil, whose office if is to tempt.” 

I answer that, To tempt is. properly speaking, 
to make trial of something. Now we make trial 
of something in order to know something about 
it. Hence the immediate end of every tempter is 
knowledge. But sometimes another end, either 
good or bad. is sought to be acquired through 
that knowledge: a good end, -hen, for instance, 
one desires to know of someone, what sort of a 
man he is as to knowledge, or virtue, with a view 
to his advancement; a bad end, when that 
knowledge js sought with the purpose of deceiv- 
ing or ruining him. 

‘From this we can gather how various beings 
are said to tempt in various ways. For man is 
said to tempt sometimes indeed merely for the 
sake of knowing something; and for this reason 
it is a sin to tempt God. For man, being uncer- 
tain as it were, presumes to make an experi- 
ment of God's power. Sometimes too he tempts 

1 oe inter. (v1, 110 v); Glossa Lombardi (PL 192, 
297). 


FIRST PART Q. 114. ART. 3 


in order to help, sometimes in order to hurt. 
The devil, however, always tempts in order to 
hurt by urging man into sin. In this sense it is 
said to be his proper office to tempt; for though 
at times man tempts thus, he does this as minis- 
ter of the devil. God is said to tempt that He 
may know, in the same sense as that is said to 
know which makes others to know. Hence it is 
written (Deut. 13. 3): The Lord your God tri- 
eth you, that 1t may appear whether you love 
Him. 

The flesh and the world are said to tempt as 
the instruments or matter of temptations, since 
one can know what sort of a man someone is, 
according as he follows or resists the desires of 
the flesh, and according as he despises worldly 
advantages and adversity; of which things the 
devil also makes use in tempting. 

Thus the reply to the first objection is clear. 

Reply Obj. 2. The demons know what hap- 
pens outwardly among men, but the inward dis- 
position of man God alone knows, Who is the 
weigher of spirits (Prov. 16. 2). It is this dis- 
position that makes man more prone to one vice 
than to another. Hence the devil tempts in or- 
der to explore this inward disposition of man, so 
that he may tempt him to that vice to which he 
is most prone. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although a demon cannot 
change the will, yet, as stated above (Q. CxT, A. 
3), he can change the lower powers of man, ina 
certain degree, by which powers, though the will 
cannot be forced, it can nevertheless be in- 
clined. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether All Sins Are Due to the 
Temptation of the Devil? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that all sins are due to the tempta- 
tion of the devil. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! that ‘the multitude of demons is the cause 
of all evils. both to themselves and to others.” 
And Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 4)? that 
“all malice and all uncleanness have been de- 
vised by the devil.”’ 

Obj. 2. Further, of every sinner can be said 
what the Lord said of the Jews (John 8. 44): 
You are of your father the devil. But this was 
in as far as they sinned through the devil's insti- 
gation. Therefore every sin is due to the devil’s 
instigation. 

Obj. 3. Further, as angels are appointed to 
guard men, so demons are appointed to assail 
men. But every good thing we do is due to the 
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suggestion of the good angels, because the Di- 
vine gifts are borne to us by the angels, There- 
fore all the evil we do, is due to the instigation 
of the devil. 

On the contrary, It is written. (De Eccl. Dag- 
mat.) :? “Not all our evil thoughts are stirred up 
by the devil, but sometimes they arise from the 
movement of our free choice.” 

I answer that, One thing can be the cause of 
another in two ways, directly and indirectly. In- 
directly as when an agent is the cause of a dis- 
position to a certain effect, it is said to be the 
occasional and indirect cause of that effect. For 
instance, we might say that he who dries the 
wood is the cause of the wood burning. In this 
way we must admit that the devil is the cause of 
all our sins, because it was he who instigated the 
first man to sin, from whose sin there resulted 
a proneness to sin in the whole human race. And 
we must take the words of Damascene and Dio- 
nysius in this sense. 

But a thing is said to be the direct cause of 
something, when its action tends to it directly. 
And in this way the devil is not the cause of ev- 
ery sin. For all sins are not committed at the 
devil's instigation, but some are due to the free- 
dom of choice and the corruption of the flesh. 
For, as Origen says (Peri Archon, iii),4 even if 
there were no devil, men would have the desire 
for food and love and such pleasures, with re- 
gard to which many disorders may arise unless 
those desires be curbed by reason, especially if 
we presuppose the corruption of our natures. 
Now it is in the power of free choice to curb this 
appetite and keep it in order. Consequently 
there is no need for all sins to come from the in- 
stigation of the devil But those sins which are 
from his instigation man perpetrates “through 
being deceived by the same blandishments as 
were our first parents,’’ as Isidore says.5 

Thus the answer to the first objection is clear, 

Reply Obj. 2. When man commits sin with- 
out being instigated to it by the devil, he never- 
theless becomes a child of the devil. in so far as 
he imitates him who was the first to sin. 

Reply 06j. 3. Man can of his own accord fall 
into sin, but he cannot advance in merit without 
the Divine assistance, which is borne to man by 
the ministry of the angels. For this reason the 
angels take part in all our good works, though 
all our sins are not due to the demons’ instiga- 
tion. Nevertheless there is no kind of sin which 
is not sometimes due to the demons’ suggestion. 
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ARTICLE 4. Whether Demons Can Lead Men 
Astray by Means of True Miracles? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the demons cannot lead men 
astray by means of true miracles. 

Objection 1. For the activity of the demons 
will show itself especially in the works of Anti- 
christ. But as the Apostle says (II Thess. 2. 9), 
his coming is according to the working of Satan, 
in all power, and signs, and lying wonders. Much 
the more therefore at other times do the demons 
perform only by lying wonders. 

Obj. 2. Further, true miracles are wrought by 
some corporeal change. But demons are unable 
to change the nature of a body. For Augustine 
says,’ “I cannot believe that the human body 
can receive the limbs of a beast by means of a 
demon’s art or power,”’ Therefore the demons 
cannot work true miracles. 

Obj. 3. Further, an argument which may 
prove both ways is useless. If therefore true 
miracles can be wrought by demons to persuade 
one of what is false, they will be useless to con- 
firm the teaching of faith. This is unfitting, for 
it is written (Mark 16. 20): The Lord working 
withal, and confirming the word with signs that 
followed. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (99. 
LXxxti1) :? “Often by means of the magic art 
miracles are wrought like those which are 
wrought by the servants of God.” 

I answer that, As is clear from what has been 
said above (9. cx, A. 4), if we take a miracle in 
the strict sense. the demons cannot work mira- 
cles, nor can any creature, but God alone, since 
in the strict sense a miracle is something done 
outside the order of the entire created nature, 
under which order every power of a creature is 
contained. But sometimes miracles may be tak- 
en in a wide sense for whatever exceeds the hu- 
man power and experience. And thus demons 
can work miracles, that is, things which rouse 
man’s astonishment, by reason of their being be- 
yond his power and outside his sphere of knowl- 
edge. For even a man by doing what is beyond 
the power and knowledge of another leads 
him to marvel at what he has done, so that in 
a way he seems to that man to have worked a 
miracle. 

It is to be noted, however, that although these 
works of demons which appear marvellous to us 
are not real miracles, they are sometimes never- 
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theless something real. Thus the magicians of 
Pharaoh by the demons’ power produced real 
serpents and frogs (Exod. 7.12; 8.7). And “when 
fire came down from heaven and at one blow 
consumed Job’s servants and sheep; when the 
storm struck down his house and with it his chil- 
dren—these were the work of Satan, not phan- 
toms,” as Augustine says.® 

Reply Ob7. 1. As Augustine says in the same 
place, the works of Antichrist may be called ly- 
ing signs, “either because he will deceive men’s 
senses by means of phantoms, so that he will 
not really do what he will seem to do; or be- 
cause, if he work real prodigies, they will lead 
those into falsehood who believe in him.” 

Reply Obj. 2. As we have said above (0. cx, 
A. 2), corporeal matter does not obey either 
good or bad angels at their will, in such a way 
as to enable the demons by their power to trans- 
mute matter from one form to another. But 
they can employ certain secds that exist in the 
elements of the world in order to produce these 
effects, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8, 9). 
Therefore it must be admitted that all the 
transformations of corporeal things which can 
be produced by certain natural powers, to which 
we must assign the seeds mentioned above, can 
be produced by the operation of the demons by 
the employment of these seeds, as when certain 
things are transformed into serpents or irogs, 
which can be produced by putrefaction. But 
those transformations which cannot be pro- 
duced by the power of nature cannot in reality 
be effected by the operation of the demons; for 
instance, that the human hody he changed into 
the body of a beast, or that the body of a dead 
man return to life. And if at times something of 
this sort seems to be effected by the opcration 
of demons, it is not real but according to ap- 
pearance only. 

Now this may happen in two ways. First, 
from within. In this way a d'non can work on 
man’s imagination and even on his corporeal 
senses, so that something seems otherwise than 
it is, as explained ahove (Q. Cx, AA. 3. 4). It is 
said ir. Jeed that this can be done sometimes by 
the power of certain bodies. Secondly, from 
without. For just as he can from the air form a 
body of any form and shape, and assume it so as 
to appear In it visibly, so, in the same way he 
can clothe any corporeal thing with any corpo- 
real form, so as to appear there This is what 
Augustine says:° ‘‘Man’s imagination, which, 

3 City of God, xX, 19 (PL 41, 687). 
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whether thinking or dreaming, takes the forms 
of an innumerable number of things, appears to 
other men’s senses, as it were embodied in the 
semblance of some animal.” This is not to be 
understood as though the imagination itself or 
the images formed in it were identified with that 
which appears embodied to the senses of an- 
other man, but that the demon, who forms an 
image in a man’s imagination, can offer the 
same picture to another man’s senses. 

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says (Qa. 
LXXXIU, gu. 79):' “When magicians do what 
holy men do, they do it for a different end and 
by a different law. The former do it for their 
own glory, the latter, for the glory of God; the 
former, by certain private compacts, the latter 
by the evident assistance and command of God, 
to Whom every creature is subject.” 


ARTICLE 5. Whether a Demon Who Is Over- 
come by Man, Is for This Reason Hindered 
from Making Further Assaults? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that a demon who is overcome by a 
man, is not for that reason hindered from any 
further assault. 

Objection 1. For Christ overcame the tempt- 
er most effectively. Yet afterwards the demon 
assailed Him by instigating the Jews to kill Him. 
Therefore it is not true that the devil when con- 
quered ceases his assaults. 

Obj. 2. Further, to inflict punishment on one 
who has been worsted in a fight, is to incite him 
to a sharper attack. But this does not accord 
with God’s mercy. Therefore the conquered de- 
mons are not prevented from further assaults. 

On the contrary, It is written (Matt. 4. 11): 
Then the devil left Him, that is, Christ Who 
overcame. 

I answer that, Some say® that when once a 
demon has been overcome he can no more 
tempt any man at all, neither to the same nor to 
any other sin. And others say’ that he can tempt 
others, but not the same man. This seems more 
probable as long as we understand it to be so for 
a certain definite time. And so it is written 
(Luke 4. 13): All temptation being ended, the 
devil departed from Him for a time. There are 
two reasons for this. One is on the part of God’s 
clemency. For as Chrysostom says (Super 
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Matt. Hom. v),4 “the devil does not tempt man 
for just as long as he likes, but for as long as 
God allows; for although He allows him to 
tempt for a short time, He orders him off on ac- 
count of our weakness.” The other reason is 
taken from the astuteness of the devil. As to 
this, Ambrose says® on Luke 4. 13: “The devil is 
afraid of persisting, because he shrinks from 
frequent defeat.” That the devil does neverthe- 
less sometimes return to the assault, is apparent 
from Matthew 12. 44: J will return into my 
house from whence I came out. 

From what has been said, the objections can 
easily be solved. 


QUESTION CXV 
OF THE ACTION OF THE CORPOREAL 
CREATURE 
(Jn Six Articles) 


WE have now to consider the action of the cor- 
poreal creature (Q. Cxvr), and fate, which is 
ascribed to certain bodies. Concerning corpo- 
real actions there are six points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether a body can be active? (2) Whether 
there exist in bodies certain seminal principles? 
(3) Whether the heavenly bodies are the causes 
of what is done here by the inferior bodies? (4) 
Whether they are the cause of human acts? (5) 
Whether demons are subject to their influence? 
(6) Whether the heavenly bodies impose neces- 
sity on those things which are subject to their 
influence? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether a Body Can Be Active? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that no bodies are active. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says,® ‘There are 
things that are acted upon, but do not act; such 
are bodies: there is one Who acts but is not act- 
ed upon; this is God: there are things that both 
act and are acted upon; these are the spiritual 
substances.” 

Obj. 2. Further, every agent except the first 
agent requires in its work a subject susceptible 
of its action. But “there is no substance below 
the corporeal substance which can be receptive 
of the latter’s action, since it belongs to the low- 
est degree in beings.” Therefore corporeal sub- 
stance is not active. 

Obj. 3. Further, every corporeal substance is 
limited by quantity. But quantity hinders sub- 

4In the Opus Imperfectum, among his supposititious 
works. 
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stance from movement and action, because it 
surrounds it and penetratés it, just as a cloud 
hinders the ‘air from receiving light. A sign of 
this is that the more a body increases in quan- 
tity, the heavier it is and the more difficult to 
move.! Therefore no corporeal substance is ac- 
tive. 

Obj. 4. Further, the power of action in every 
agent is according to its nearness to the first ac- 
tive cause. But “bodies, being most composite, 
are most remote from the first active cause, 
which is most simple.’* Therefore no bodies are 
active. 

Obj. 5. Further, if a body is an agent, the 
term of its action is either a substantial, or an 
accidental form. But it is not a substantial form, 
for it is not possible to find in a body any prin- 
ciple of action save an active quality, which is 
an accident, and an accident cannot be the 
cause of a substantial form, since the cause Is al- 
ways more excellent than the effect. Likewise, 
neither is it an accidental form, for an accident 
does not extend beyond its subject, as Augus- 
tine says (De Trin. ix, 4).2 Therefore no bodies 
are active. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. 
xv)‘ that among other qualities of corporeal 
fire, “it shows its greatness in its action and 
power on that of which it lays hold.” 

I answer that, It is apparent to the senses 
that some bodies are active. But concerning the 
action of bodies there have been three errors. 
For some denied all action to bodies. This is the 
opinion of Avicebron in his book on The Fount 
of Life, where, by the arguments mentioned 
above, he endeavours to prove that no bodies 
act, but that all the actions which seem to be 
the actions of bodies are the actions of “some 
spiritual power that penetrates all bodies.”® 
Thus, according to him, it is not fire that heats, 
but a spiritual power which penetrates by 
means of the fire. And this opinion secms to be 
derived from that of Plato. For Plato held that 
all forms existing in corporeal matter are par- 
ticipated, and determined and limited to this 
nature, and that separate forms are absolute 
and as it were universal.® Therefore he said that 
these separate forms are the causes of forms 
that exist in matter.’ Therefore since the form 
which is in corporeal matter is determined to 
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this matter individualized by quantity, Avice- 
bron held’ that the corporeal form is held fast 
and confined by quantity, as the principle of in- 
dividuation, so as to be unable by action to ex- 
tend to any other matter; and that the spiritual 
and immaterial form alone, which is not con- 
fined by quantity, can flow forth in action on 
something else. 

But this does not prove that the corporeal 
form is not an agent, but that it is not a univer- 
sal agent. For in proportion as a thing is partici- 
pated, so. of necessity, must that which is prop- 
er to it be participated; thus the participation 
of visibility is in proportion to the participation 
of light. But to act, which is nothing else than 
to make something to be in act, is essentially 
proper to an act as such; and thus every agent 
produces its like. So therefore that a thing is an 
indeterminate and universal agent comes from 
the fact that it is a form not determined by 
matter subject to quantity; but that it is a lim- 
ited and particular agent comes from the fact 
that it is determined to this matter. And so if 
the form of fire were separate, as the Platonists 
supposed, it would be, in a fashion, the cause of 
every burning. But this form of fire which is in 
this corporeal matter, is the cause of this burn- 
ing which passes from this body to that. Hence 
such an action is effected by the contact of two 
bodies. 

But this opinion of Avicebron goes further 
than that of Plato. For Plato held only substan- 
tial forms to be separate,°® while he reduced ac- 
cidents to the material principles which are the 
great and the small, which he considered to be 
the first contraries,!° just as others considered 
them to be the rare and the dense.'! Consequent- 
ly both Plato and Avicenna, who follow him to 
a certain extent, held that corporeal agents act 
through their accidental forms, by disposing 
matter for the substantial form, but that the ul- 
timate perfection attained by the introduction 
of the substantial form is due to an immaterial 
principle. And this is the second opinion con- 
cerning the action of bodies, of which we have 
spoken shove when treating of the creation (Q. 
XLV, A. 8).?? 

The third opinion is that of Democritus, who 
held that action takes place through the flowing 
out of atoms from the corporeal agent, while 
passion consists in the reception of the atoms in 
the pores of the passive body. This opinion is 

8 Fons Vitae, 11, 9, 10 (BK 4r). 
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disproved ‘by Aristotle! For it would follow 
that a body would not be passive as a whole, 
and that the quantity of the active body would 
be diminished through its action, which things 
are manifestly untrue.. 

We must therefore say that a body acts ac- 
cording as it is in act, on another body accord- 
ing as it is in potency. 

Reply Obj. 1. This passage of Augustine is to 
be understood of the whole corporeal nature 
considered as a whole, which thus has no nature 
inferior to it, on which it can act, in the way the 
spiritual nature acts on the corporeal, and the 
uncreated nature on the created. Nevertheless 
one body is inferior to another, according as it 
is in potency to that which the other has in act. 

From this follows the solution of the second 
objection. But it must be observed, when Avice- 
bron argues thus. ‘There is a mover who is not 
moved, namely, the first maker of all; there- 
fore, on the other hand, there exists something 
moved which is purely passive,” that this is to 
be conceded. But this latter is prime matter, 
which is a pure potency, just as God is pure 
act. Now a body is composed of potency and 
act, and therefore it is both active and passive. 

Reply Obj. 3. Quantity does not entirely hin- 
der the corporeal form from action, as stated 
above, but from being a universal agent, in so 
far as a form is individualized through being in 
matter subject to quantity. The proof taken 
from the weight of bodies is not to the purpose. 
First, because addition of quantity is not the 
cause of weight, as is proved.’ Secondly, it is 
false that weight retards movement; on the con- 
trary, the heavier a thing, the more it moves 
with its own movement. Thirdly, because action 
is not effected by local movement, as Democri- 
tus held, but by something being reduced from 
potency to act. 

Reply Obj. 4. A body is not that which is 
most distant from God, for it participates some- 
thing of a likeness to the Divine Being, accord- 
ing as it has a form. That which is most distant 
from God is prime matter, which is in no way 
active, since it is a pure potency. 

Reply Obj. 5. The term of a body’s action is 
both an accidental form and a substantial form. 
For the active quality, such as heat, although it- 
self an accident, acts nevertheless by virtue of 
the substantial form, as its instrument, and so 
its action can terminate in a substantial form. 
Thus natura] heat, as the instrument of the soul, 
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has an action terminating in the generation of 
flesh. But it produces an accident: by its own 
power. Nor is it against the nature of an acci- 
dent to surpass its subject in acting, but that it 
surpass it in being, unless indeed one were to 
imagine that an accident transfers its identical 
self from the agent to the patient, in the way 
that Democritus explained action by a proces- 
sion of atoms. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Are Any Seminal 
Principles in Corporeal Matter? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: it 
would seem that there are no seminal principles 
in corporeal matter. 

Objection 1. For principle (ratio) implies 
something of a spiritual order. But in corporeal 
matter nothing exists spiritually, but only mate- 
rially, that is, according to the mode of that in 
which it is. Therefore there are no seminal prin- 
ciples in corporeal matter. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. iii, 8, 
9)‘ says that demons produce certain results by 
employing with a hidden movement certain 
seeds, which they know to exist in matter. But 
bodies, not principles, are what can be em- 
ployed with local movement. Therefore it is un- 
reasonable to say that there are seminal princi- 
ples in corporeal matter. 

Obj. 3. Further, seeds are active principles. 
But there are no active principles in corporeal 
matter, since, as we have said above, it does not 
pertain to matter to act (A. 1, Ans. 2, 4). There- 
fore there are no seminal principles in corporeal 
matter. 

Obj. 4. Further, there are said to be certain 
causal principles (Augustine, De Gen. ad Kit. vi, 
14)5 which seem to suffice for the production of 
things. But seminal principles are not causal 
principles, for miracles are outside the scope of 
seminal principles, but not of causal principles. 
Therefore it is unreasonable to say that there 
are seminal principles in corporeal matter. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
iii, 8):° “Of all the things which are generated 
in a corporeal and visible fashion, certain seeds 
lie hidden in the corporeal things of this world.” 

I answer that, It is customary to name things 
after what is more perfect, as the Philosopher 
says.’ Now in the whole corporeal nature, living 
bodies are the most perfect, and so the word na- 
ture has been transferred from living things to 
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all natural things. For the word itself, nature, as 
the Philosopher says,’ was first applied to sig- 
nify the generation of living things, which is 
called nativity. And because living things are 
generated from a principle united to them, as 
fruit from a tree, and the offspring from the 
mother, to whom it is united, consequently the 
word nature has been applied to every principle 
of movement existing in that which is moved. 
Now it is manifest that the active and passive 
principles of the generation of living things are 
the seeds from which living things are gener- 
ated. Therefore Augustine fittingly gave the 
name of seminal principles (semznales rationes) 
to all those active and passive powers which are 
the principles of natural generation and move- 
ment. 

These active and passive powers may be con- 
sidered in several orders. For in the first place, 
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vi, 10),? they are 
principally and originally in the Word of God, 
as exemplar ideas. Secondly, they are in the ele- 
ments of the world, where they were produced 
altogether at the beginning, as in universal 
causes. Thirdly, they are in those things which, 
in the succession of time, are produced by uni- 
versal causes, for instance in this plant, and in 
that animal, as in particular causes. Fourthly, 
they are in the seeds produced from animals and 
plants. And these again are related to further 
particular effects, as the primordial universal 
causes to the first effects produced. 

Reply 0bj. 1. These active and passive pow- 
ers (virtues) of natural things, though not 
called principles (rationes) by reason of their 
being in corporeal matter, can nevertheless be 
called so in respect of their origin, according as 
they are the effect of the exemplar ideas (rati- 
ones ideales). 

Reply Obj. 2. These active and passive prin- 
ciples are in certain parts of corporeal things, 
and when they are employed with local move- 
ment for the production of certain results, we 
speak of the demons as employing seeds 

Reply Obj. 3. The seed of the male is the ac- 
tive principle in the generation of an animal. 
But that can be called seed also which the fe- 
male contributes as the passive principle. And 
thus the word seed covers both active and pas- 
sive principles. 

Reply Obj. 4. From the words of Augustine 
when speaking of these seminal principles, it is 
easy to gather that they are also causal princi- 
ples, just as seed is a kind of cause; for he says 
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(De Trin. iii, 9)* that, “as a mother is pregnant 
with the unborn offspring, so is the world itself 
pregnant with the causes of unborn beings.” 
Nevertheless, the exemplar ideas can be called 
causal principles, but not, strictly speaking, 
seminal principles, because seed is not a sepa- 
rate principle, and because miracles are not 
wrought outside the scope of causal principles. 
Likewise neither are miracles wrought which are 
outside the scope of the passive principles so 
implanted in the creature that the latter can be 
used to any purpose that God commands. But 
miracles are said to be wrought outside the 
scope of the natural active principles, and the 
passive potencies which are ordered to such ac- 
tive principles, and this is what is meant when 
we say that they are wrought outside the scope 
of seminal principles, 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Heavenly Bodies Are 
the Cause of What Is Produced in Bodies 
Here Below? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the heavenly bodies are not the 
cause of what is produced in hodies here below. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
Orth. ii, 7):5 “We say that they,” namely, the 
heavenly bodies, “are not the cause of genera- 
tion or corruption: they are rather signs of 
storms and atmospheric changes.” 

Obj. 2. Further, for the production of any- 
thing, an agent and matter suffice. But in things 
here below there is passive matter; and there 
are contrary agents—heat and cold, and the 
like Therefore for the production of things here 
below there is no need to ascribe causality to the 
heavenly bodies. 

Obj. 3. Further, the agent produces its like. 
Now we see that everything which is produced 
here below is produced through the action of 
heat and cold, moisture and dryness, and other 
such qualities, which do not eaist in the heaven- 
ly bodies. Therefore the heavenly bodies are not 
the cause of what is produced here below. 

Obj. 4 Further, Augustine says,° “Nothing is 
more corporeal than sex ”’ But sex 1s not caused 
by the heavenly bodies; a sign of this is that of 
twins born under the same constellation, one 
may be male, the other female. Therefore the 
heavenly bodies are not the cause of things pro- 
duced in hodies here below. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
4) :’ “Bodies of a grosser and inferior nature are 
ruled in a certain order by those of a more sub- 
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tle and powerful nature.” And Dionysius (Div. 
Nom. iv)! says that “the light of the sun con- 
duces to the generation of sensible bodies, 
moves them to life, gives them nourishment, 
growth, and perfection.” 

I answer that, Since every multitude proceeds 
from unity, and since what is immovable is al- 
ways in the same way of being. while what is 
moved has many ways of being, it must be ob- 
served that throughout the whole of nature, all 
movement proceeds from the immovable. There- 
fore the more immovable certain things are, the 
more are they the cause of those things which 
are most movable. Now the heavenly bodies are 
of aJl bodies the most immovable, for they are 
not moved save locally. Therefore the move- 
ments of bodies here below, which are various 
and multiform, must be reduced to the move- 
ment of the heavenly bodies, as to their cause. 

Reply Obj. 1. These words of Damascene are 
to be understood as denying that the heavenly 
bodies are the first cause of generation and cor- 
ruption here below; for this was affirmed by 
those who held that the heavenly bodies are 
gods. 

Reply Obj. 2. The active principles of bodies 
here below are only the active qualities of the 
elements, such as hot and cold and the like. If 
therefore the substantial forms of inferior bod- 
ics were not diversified save according to acci- 
dents of that kind. the principles of which the 
early natural philosophers held to be the rare 
and the dense,? there would be no need to sup- 
pose some principle above these inferior bodies, 
for they would be of themselves sufficient to 
act. But to anyone who considers the matter 
rightly, it is clear that those accidents are mere- 
ly material dispositions in regard to the substan- 
tial forms of natural bodies. Now matter is not 
of itself sufficient to act. And therefore it is nec- 
essary to suppose some active principle above 
these material dispositions. 

This is why the Platonists maintained the ex- 
istence of separate species, by participation of 
which the inferior bodies receive their substan- 
tial forms.* But this does not seem enough. For 
the separate species, since they are supposed to 
be immovable, would always have the same 
mode of being, and consequently there would be 
no variety in the generation and corruption of 
inferior bodies, which is clearly false. 

Therefore it is necessary, as the Philosopher 
says,’ to suppose a movable active principle, 
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which by reason of its presence or absence caus- 
es variety in the generation and corruption of 
inferior bodies. And such are the heavenly bod- 
jes. Consequently whatever generates here be- 
low moves to the production of the species as 
the instrument of a heavenly body. Thus the 
Philosopher says that ‘man and the sun gener- 
ate man,” 

Reply Obj. 3. The heavenly bodies have not 
a specific likeness to the bodies here below. 
Their likeness consists in this, that by reason of 
their universal power, whatever is generated in 
inferior bodies, is contained in them. In this way 
also we say that all things are like God. 

Reply Obj. 4. The actions of heavenly bodies 
are variously received in inferior bodies, ac- 
cording to the various dispositions of matter, 
Now it happens at times that the matter in the 
human conception is not wholly disposed to the 
male sex. Thercfore it is formed sometimes into 
a male, sometimes into a female. Augustine 
quotes this as an argument against divination by 
stars, because the effects of the stars are varied 
even in corporeal things, according to the vari- 
ous dispositions of matter. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Heavenly Bodies Are 
the Cause of Human Actions? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the heavenly bodies are the 
cause of human actions. 

Objection 1. For since the heavenly bodies 
are moved by spiritual substances, as stated 
above (Q. CX, A. 3), they act by their power as 
their instruments. But those spiritual substances 
are superior to our souls. Therefore it seems 
that they can cause impressions on our souls, 
and thus cause human actions. 

Obj. 2. Further, everything multiform is re- 
ducible to a uniform principle. But human ac- 
tions are various and multiform. Therefore it 
seems that they are reducible to the uniform 
movements of heavenly bodies, as to their 
principles. 

Obj. 3. Further, astrologers often foretell the 
truth concerning the outcome of wars, and 
other human actions, of which the intellect and 
will are the principles. But they could not do 
this by means of the heavenly bodies, unless 
these were the cause of human actions. There- 
fore the heavenly bodies are the cause of human 
actions. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orth. ii, 7)® that “the heavenly bodies are by 
no means the cause of human actions.” 


& Physics, 11, 2 (19413). © PG 94, 893. 
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1 answer that, The heavenly bodies can di- 
rectly and of themselves act.on bodies, as stated 
above (A. 3). They can act directly indeed on 
those powers of the soul which are the acts of 
corporeal organs, but accidentally, because the 
acts of such powers must be hindered by ob- 
stacles in the organs; thus an eye when dis- 
turbed cannot see well. Therefore if the intellect 
and will were powers tied to corporeal organs, 
as some maintained,! holding that intellect does 
not differ from sense, it would follow of neces- 
sity that the heavenly bodies are the cause of 
human choice and action. It would also follow 
that man is Jed by natural instinct to his actions, 
just as other animals, in which there are no pow- 
ers other than those which are bound up with 
corporeal organs; for whatever is done here be- 
low in virtue of the action of heavenly bodies, 
is done naturally. It would therefore follow that 
man has no free choice, and that he would have 
determinate actions, like other natural things. 
All of which is manifestly false, and contrary to 
the way men act. 

It must be observed, however, that indirectly 
and accidentally, the impressions of heavenly 
bodies can reach the intellect and will, in so far, 
namely, as both intellect and will receive some- 
thing from the inferior powers which are 
bound up with corporeal organs. But in this the 
intellect and will are differently situated. For the 
intellect of necessity receives from the inferior 
apprehensive powers; therefore if the imagina- 
tive, cogilative, or memorative powers be dis- 
turbed, the action of the intellect is of neces- 
sity disturbed also. The will, on the contrary, 
does not of necessity follow the inclination of 
the lower appetite; for although the irascible 
and concupiscible passions have a certain force 
in inclining the will, nevertheless the will retains 
the power of following the passions or repress- 
ing them. Therefore the impressions of the 
heavenly bodies, by virtue of which the inferior 
powers can be changed, has less influence on the 
will, which is the proximate cause of human 
actions, than on the intellect. 

To maintain therefore that heavenly bodies 
are the cause of human actions is proper to those 
who hold that intellect does not differ from 
sense. And so some of these said that “such is 
the will of mew, as is the day which the father 
of men and of gods brings on” (?7yssey xviii, 
136).2 Since, thercfore, it is manifest that intel- 


1Cf. Aristotle, Soul, t11, 3 (427"21). 
-2 This quotation is found in Aristotle, Soul, m1, 3 (427° 
26), in the translation ascribed to Boéthius by St. Thomas 
(In De An., 1, 4). 
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lect and will are not acts of corporeal organs, it 
is impossible that heavenly bodies be the cause 
of human actions. | 

Reply Obj. 1. The spiritual substances that 
move the heavenly bodies do indeed act on cor- 
poreal things by means of the heavenly bodies; 
but they act immediately on the human intel- 
lect by enlightening it. On the other hand, they 
cannot compel the will, as stated above (Q. CxI, 
A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as the multiformity of cor- 
poreal movements 1s reducible to the uniformity 
of the heavenly movement as to its cause, so 
the multiformity of actions proceeding from 
the intellect and the will is reduced to a uni- 
form principle which is the Divine intellect and 
will. 

Reply Obj. 3. The majority of men follow 
their passions, which are movements of the sen- 
sitive appetite, in which movements heavenly 
bodies can co-operate; but few are wise enough 
to resist these passions. Consequently astrolo- 
gers are able to foretell the truth in the major- 
ity of cases, especially in a general way. But 
not in particular cases, for nothing prevents 
man resisting his passions by his free-will. And 
so the astrologers themselves say that the wise 
man is stronger than the stars,® in so far as, 
that is, he conquers his passions. 


ARTICLE §. Whether Heavenly Bodies 
Can Act on the Demons? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Articie: It 
would seem that heavenly bodies can act on the 
demons. 

Objection 1. For the demons, according to 
certain phases of the moon, can harass men, who 
on that account are called lunatics, as appears 
frofn Matthew 4. 24 and 17. 14. But this would 
not be if they were not subject to the heavenly 
bodies. Therefore the demons are subject to 
them. 

Obj. 2. Further, necromancers observe certain 
constellations in order to invoke the demons. 
But these would not be invoked through the 
heavenly bodies unless they were subject to 
them. Therefore they are subject to them. 

_Ob;. 3. Further, heavenly bodics are more 
powerful than inferior bodies. But the demons 
are confined to certain inferior bodies, namely, 
“herbs, stones, animals, and to certain sounds 
and words, forms and figures,” as Porphyry 


3 Ptolemy, Centiloquium, 4-8 (46vb—47rb); cf. Quadrs- 
partitum, 1, 3 (2v); see also Albert the Great, Jn Sent., u, 
d. 15, A. 4 (BO xxvu, 270). 
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says, quoted by Augustine.’ Much more there- 
fore are the demons subject to the action of 
heavenly bodies. 

On the contrary, The demons are superior, in 
the order of nature, to the heavenly bodies. But 
the agent is superior to the patient, as Augus- 
tine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16).2 Therefore the 
demons are not subject to the action of heavenly 
bodies. 

I answer that, There have been three opinions 
about the demons. In the first place the Peri- 
patetics denied the existence of demons, and 
held that what is ascribed to the demons. ac- 
cording to the necromantic art, is effected by 
the power of the heavenly bodies. This is what 
Augustine relates? as having been held by Por- 
phyry, namely, that ‘‘on earth men fabricate 
certain powers useful in producing certain ef- 
fects of the stars.” But this opinion is mani- 
festly false. For we know by experience that 
many things are done by demons, for which the 
power of heavenly bodies would in no way suf- 
fice; for instance, that a man ina state of deliri- 
um should speak an unknown tongue, recite poe- 
try and authors of whom he has no previous 
knowledge, that necromancers make statues to 
speak and move, and other like things. 

For this reason the Platonists were led to 
hold that “demons are animals with an aerial 
body and a passive soul,’ as Apuleius says, 
quoted by Augustine.‘ 

And this is the second of the opinions men- 
tioned above, according to which it could be said 
that demons are subject to heavenly bodies in 
the same wav as we have said man is subject to 
them (A. 4). But this opinion is proved to be 
false from what we have said above (q. Lr, A. 1), 
for we hold that demons are spiritual substances 
not united to bodies. Hence it is clear that they 
“ire subject to the action of heavenly bodies 
neither essentially nor accidentally, neither di- 
rectly nor indirectly. 

Reply Obj. 1. That demons harass men ac- 
cording to certain phases of the moon happens 
in two ways. Firstly, they do so in order to de- 
fame God’s creature, namely, the moon. as Jer- 
ome (Jn Matt. 4. 24)° and Chrysostom (Hom. 
lvii i Afatt )® say. Secondly, because as they 
are unable to effect anything save by means of 
the natural forces, as stated above (Q. CXIV. A. 
4, Ans. 2) they take into account the aptitude of 


bodies for the intended result. Now it is mani- 
1 City of God, x, 11 (PIL 41, 290). * PL 34, 467. 

3 Loc, cil., X, 13 (PL 41, 290). 

4 City of God, vu, 16 (PL 41, 241). 

5 PL 26, 34. 65 PG 5%, 562. 
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fest that “the brain is the most moist of all the 
parts of the body,” as Aristotle says.’ Therefore 
it is the most subject to the action of the moon, 
the property of which is to move what is moist. 
And it is precisely in the brain that animal 
forces culminate, Therefore the demons, accord- 
ing to certain phases of the moon, disturb man’s 
imagination, when they observe that the brain is 
so disposed. 

Reply Obj. 2. Demons when summoned 
through certain constellations, come for two rea- 
sons. First, in order to lead man into the error of 
believing that there is a certain divinity in the 
stars. Secondly, because they consider that un- 
der certain constellations corporeal matter is 
better disposed for the result for which they are 
summoned. 

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says? “the de- 
mons are enticed through various kinds of 
stones. herbs, trees, animals, songs, rites, not as 
an animal is enticed by food, but as a spirit by 
signs”; that is to say, in so far as these things 
are offered to them in token of the honour due 
to God, of which they are covetous. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Heuvenly Bodies Impose 
Necessity on Things Subject to Their Action? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that heavenly bodies impose neces- 
sity on things subject to their action. 

Objection 1. For given a sufficient cause, the 
effect follows of necessity. But heavenly bodies 
are a sufficient cause of their effects. Since, 
therefore. heavenly bodies, with their move- 
ments and dispositions. are necessary beings, it 
seems that their effects follow of necessity. 

Obj. 2. Further, an agent’s effect results of ne- 
cessity in matter, when the power of the agent 
is such that it can subject the matter to itself en- 
tirely. But the entire matter of inferior bodies 
is subject to the power of heavenly bodies, since 
this is a higher power than theirs. Therefore the 
effect of the heavenly bodies is of necessity re- 
ceived in corporeal matter. 

Obj 3. Further, if the effect of the heavenly 
body does not follow of necessity, this is due to 
some hindering cause. But any corporeal cause 
that might possibly hinder the effect of a heav- 
enly body, must of necessity be reducible to 
some heavenly principle, since the heavenly 
bodies are the causes of all that takes place here 
below. Therefore, since also that heavenly prin- 
ciple is necessary, it follows that the effect of 
the heavenly body is necessarily hindered. Con- 


7 Parts of Animals, u, 7 (052%27); Sleep, 3 (45729). 
8 Crty of God, xx1, 6 (PL 41, 717). ° 
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sequently it would follow that all that takes 
place here below happens of necessity. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says,' “It 
is not incongruous that many of the signs ob- 
served in bodies of occurrences in the heavens, 
such as rain and wind, should not be fulfilled.” 
Therefore not all the effects of heavenly bodies 
take place of necessity. 

T answer that, This question is partly solved 
by what was said above (A. 4), and in part pre- 
sents some difficulty. For it was shown that al- 
though the action of heavenly bodies produces 
certain inclinations in corporeal nature, the will 
nevertheless does not of necessity follow these 
inclinations. Therefore there is nothing to pre- 
vent the effect of heavenly bodies being hindered 
by the action of the will, not only in man him- 
self, but also in other things to which human 
action extends. 

But in natural things there is no such prin- 
ciple, endowed with freedom to follow or not to 
follow the impressions produced by heavenly 
agents. Therefore it seems that in such things at 
least. everything happens of necessify accord- 
ing to the reasoning of some of the ancients,” 
who supposing that everything that is, has a 
cause, and that, given the cause, the effect fol- 
lows of necessity, concluded that all things hap- 
pen of necessity. This opinion as to this double 
supposition. is refuted by Aristotle ? 

For in the first place it is not true that. given 
any cause whatever. the effect must follow of 
necessity. For some causes are so ordered to 
their effects as to produce them not of necessity 
but in the majority of cases, and in the minor- 
ity to fail in producing them. But that such 
causes do fail in the minorily of cases is due to 
some hindering cause; consequently the above- 
mentioned difficulty seems not to be avoided, 
since the cause in question is hindered of neces- 
sity. 

Therefore we must say, in the second place, 
that everything that is a being per se, has a 
cause; but what is accidentally has not a cause, 
because it is not truly a being, since it 1s not 
truly one. For (that a thing is) wife has a 
cause. likewise (that a man is) musical has a 
cause, but (that a being is) white-musical has. 


not a cause, because it is nol truly a being. nor’ 


truly one. Now it is manifest that a cause which 
hinders the action of a cause -o ordered to its 
effect as to produce it in the majority of cases, 
clashes sometimes with this cause by accident; 


1 Prophesying, 2 (46322). 2 Avicenna, Sufficientia, 
1, 13 (21ra); Meta., 1, 7 (73ra); cf. St. Thomas, In Meia., 
VI, 3. 3 Metaphysics, V1, 3 (1027°31). 
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and so the clashing of these two causes, in so far 
as it is accidental, has no cause. Consequently 
what results from this clashing of causes is not 
to be reduced to a further pre-existing cause, 
from which it follows of necessity. For instance. 
that some terrestrial body take fire in the higher 
regions of the air and fall to the earth is caused 
by some heavenly power; again. that there be 
on the surface of the earth some combustible 
matter, is reducible to some heavenly principle. 
But that the burning body should alight on this 
matter and set fire to it is not caused by a heay- 
enly body, but is accidental. Consequently not 
all the effects of heavenly bodies result of neces- 
sity. 

Reply Obj. 1. The heavenly bodies are causes 
of effects that take place here below, through 
the means of particular inferior causes, which 
can faj} in their effects in the minority of cases. 

Reply Obj. 2. The power of a heavenly body 
is not infinite. Therefore it requires a determi- 
nate disposition in matter, both as to local dis- 
tance and as to other conditions, in order to 
produce its effect. Therefore as local distance 
hinders the effect of a heavenly body (for the 
sun has not the same effect in heat in Dacia as 
in Ethiopia), so the density of matter. its low 
or high temperature or other such disposition, 
can hinder the effect of a heavenly body. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the cause that hinders 
the effect of another cause can be reduced to a 
heavenly body as its cause, nevertheless the 
clashing of two causes. being accidental, is not 
reduced to the causality of a heavenly body, as 
stated above. 


QUESTION CXVI 
OF FATE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE come now to the consideration of fate. Un- 
der this head there are ‘our points of inquiry: 
(1) Is there such a thing as fate? (2) Where is 
it? (3) Is it unchangeable? (4) Are all things 
subject to fate? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Be Such 
a Thine as Fate? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that fate is nothing. 

Objection 1. Yor Gregory says in a homily 
for the Epiphany (Hom. xi in Ev.):" “Far be 
it from the hearts of the faithful to think that 
fate is anything real.” 

Obj. 2. Further, what happens by fate is not 

4PL 76, 1112. 
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unforeseen, for as Augustine says,! “fate is un- 
derstood to be derived from the verb ‘fari’ 
which means to speak”; as though things were 
said to happen by fate which are “fore-spoken” 
by one who decrees them to happen. Now what 
is foreseen is neither lucky nor chance-like. If 
therefore things happen by fate, there will be 
neither luck nor chance in the world. 

On the contrary, What does not exist cannot 
be defined. But Boéthius (De Consol. iv, 6)? 
defines fate thus: ‘‘Fate is a disposition inherent 
to changeable things, by which Providence con- 
nects each one with its proper order.” 

I answer that, In this world some things seem 
to happen by luck or chance. Now it happens 
sometimes that something is lucky or chance- 
like, as compared to inferior causes, which, if 
compared to some higher cause, is directly in- 
tended. For instance, if two servants are sent by 
their master to the same place, the meeting of 
the two servants in regard to themselves is by 
chance; but as referred to the master, who had 
ordered it, it is directly intended. 

So there were some who refused to refer to a 
higher cause such events which take place here 
helow by luck or chance. These clenied the ex- 
istence of fate and Providence, as Augustine re- 
lates of Tully. And this is contrary to what we 
have said above about Providence (q. XxH, 
A. 2). 

On the other hand, some have considered that 
everylhing that takes place here below by luck 
or by chance, whether in natural things or in 
human affairs, is to be reduced to a superior 
cause, namely, the heavenly bodies + According 
to these fate is nothing else than ‘‘a disposition 
of the stars under which each one is begotten 
or born.’ 

But this will not hold. First, as to human af- 
fairs, because we have proved above (Q. cxv, 
A. 4) that human actions are not subject to the 
action of heavenly bodies, save accidentally and 
indirectly. Now the cause of fate, since it has 
the ordering of things that happen by fate, must 
of necessity be directly and of itself the cause 
of what takes place. Secondly, as to all things 
that happen accidentally, for it has been said 
(ibid. A. 6) that what is accidental is, properly 
speaking, neither a being, nor a unity. But every 
action of nature terminates in some one thing. 
Therefore it is impossible for that which is acci- 

1 Céty of God, Vv, 9 (PL 41, 150). 2PL 63, 815. 

8 City of God, v, 9 (PL 41, 148); cf. Cicero, De Divin., 
I, 5,10 (DD 1Vv, 218, 221). 

4 Posidomus and the Astrologers, in Augustine, Csty of 
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dental to be the effect per se of an active nat- 
ural principle. No natural cause can therefore 
have for its proper effect that a man intending 
to dig a grave finds a treasure. Now it is mani- 
fest that a heavenly body acts after the manner 
of a natural principle, and so its effects in this 
world are natural. It is therefore impossible 
that any active power of a heavenly body be the 
cause of what happens by accident here below, 
whether by luck or by chance. 

We must therefore say that what happens 
here by accident, both in natural things and in 
human affairs, is reduced to a pre-ordaining 
cause, which is Divine Providence. For nothing 
hinders that which happens by accident being 
considered as one by an intellect. Otherwise the 
intellect could not form this proposition: “The 
digger of a grave found a treasure.” And just as 
an intellect can apprehend this so can it effect 
it. For instance, someone who knows of a place 
where a treasure is hidden, might instigate a 
rustic, ignorant of this, to dig a grave there. 
Consequently, nothing hinders what happens 
here by accident. by luck or by chance, being re- 
duced to some ordering cause which acts by the 
intellect, especially the Divine intellect. For 
God alone can change the will, as shown above 
(go. cv, A. 4). Consequently the ordering of 
human actions, the principle of which is the 
will, must be ascribed to God alone. 

So therefore since al] that happens here below 
is subject to Divine Providence, as being pre- 
ordained, and as it were fore-spoken, we can ad- 
mit the existence of fate; although the holy 
doctors avoided the use of this word, on ac- 
count of those who twisted its application to a 
certain force in the position of the stars. Hence 
Augustine says,’ “If anyone ascribes human af- 
fairs to fate, meaning thereby the will or power 
of God, let him keep to his opinion, but hold his 
tongue.” For this reason Gregory denies the ex- 
istence of fate; and so the first objection’s solu- 
tion is manifest. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing hinders certain things 
happening by luck or by chance, if compared to 
their proximate causes, but not if compared to 
Divine Providence, in accordance with which 
‘nothing happens at random in the world,” as 
Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII., gu. 24).8 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Fate Is in Created Things? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that fate is not in created things. 


€Cf also Q. CVI, A. 2; Q. CXV, A. 2. 
7 City of God, V, t (PL 41, 141). 
® PL 40, 17. 
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Objection 1. For Auggstine says! that: “the 
Divine will or power is called fate.” But the 
Divine will or power is not in creatures, but in 
God. Therefore fate is not in creatures but in 
God. 

Obj. z. Further, fate is compared to things 
that happen by fate, as their cause, as the very 
use of the word shows. But the universal cause 
that of itself effects what takes place by acci- 
dent here below is God alone, as stated above 
(a..1). Therefore fate is in God, and not in 
creatures. 

Obj. 3. Further, if fate is in creatures it is 
either a substance or an accident, and which- 
ever it is it must be multiplied according to the 
number of creatures. Since, therefore, fate 
seems to be one thing only, it seems that fate 
is not in creatures, but in God. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6):2 “Fate is a disposition inherent to 
changeable things.” 

I answer that, As is clear from what has been 
stated above (0. XXII, A. 3; Q. cil, A. 6), Di- 
vine Providence produces effects through medi- 
ate causes. We can therefore consider the order- 
ing of the effects in two ways. First, as being in 
God Himself, and thus the ordering of the effects 
is called Providence. But if we consider this or- 
dering as being in the mediate causes ordered 
by God to the production of certain effects, thus 
it has the nature of fate. This is what Boethius 
says (De Consol. iv):' “Fate is worked out 
when Divine Providence is served by certain 
spirits, whether by the soul, or by all nature it- 
self which obeys Him, whether by the heavenly 
movements of the stars, whether by the angelic 
power, or by the ingenuity of the demons, 
whether by some of these, or by all, the chain 
of fate is forged.” Of each of these things we 
have spoken above (A. 1; Q. CIV, A. 2; Q. CX, A. 
I; Q. CXIII, Q. cxIv). It is therefore manifest 
that fate is in the created causes themselves, as 
ordered by God to the production of their 
effects. 

Reply Obj. 1. The ordering itself of second 
causes, which Augustine calls the “series of 
causes,”* has not the nature of fate, except 
as dependent on God. Therefore the Divine 
power or will can be called fate as being the 
cause of fate. But essentially fate is the very 
disposition or series, that is, the order, of second 
causes. 

Reply Obj. 2. Fate has the nature of a cause, 


1 City of God, v, 1 (PL 41, 141). 
* PL 63, 815. 3 bed. 
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just as: much as the second causes themselves, 
the ordering of which is called fate. 

Reply Obj. 3. Fate is called a disposition, not 
that disposition which is a species of quality, 
but in the sense in which it signifies order, 
which is not a substarice, but a relation. And if 
this order be considered in relation to its prin- 
ciple, it is one, and thus fate is one. But if it be 
considered in relation to its effects, or to the 
mediate causes, this fate is multiple. In this 
sense the poet wrote: “Thy fate draws thee.’ 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Fate Is Unchangeable? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that fate is not unchangeable. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6):° “As reasoning is to the intellect, as the 
begotten is to that which is, as time to eternity, 
as the circle to its centre, so is the fickle chain 
of fate to the unwavering simplicity of Provi- 
dence.” 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says’: “If we 
be moved, what is in us is moved.” But fate is 
“a disposition inherent to changeable things,” 
as Boéthius says (loc. cit.).2 Therefore fate is 
changeable. 

Obj. 3. Further, if fate is unchangeable, what 
is subject to fate happens unchangeably and of 
necessity. But things ascribed to fate seem prin- 
cipally to be contingencies. Therefore there 
would be no contingencies in the world, but all 
things would happen of necessity. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (ibid.)® that 
fate is an unchangeable disposition. 

I answer that, The disposition of second 
causes which we call fate, can be considered in 
two ways. First, in regard to the second causes 
themselves which are thus disposed or ordered; 
secondly, in regard to the first principle, namely, 
God, by Whom they are ordered. Some, there- 
fore, have held’® that the series itself or disposi- 
tion of causes is in itself necessary, so that all 
things would happen of necessity, for the reason 
that each effect has a cause, and given a cause 
the effect must follow of necessity. But this is 
false, as proved above (Q. cCxv, A. 6). 

Others, on the other hand, held that fate is 
changeable, even as dependent on Divine Provi- 
dence. Therefore the Egyptians said that fate 
could be changed by certain sacrifices, as Greg- 
ory of Nyssa says (Nemesius, De Homine)," 

§ Hildebertus Cenomanensis, Versus de Excidio Troiae 
(PL 171, 1449D). 

6 PL 63, 817. 7 Topics, U, 7 (118%29). 

§ PL 63, 815. * PL 63, 816. 


10 Cf. above, Q. CXV, A. 6. 
11 Chap. 36 (PG 40, 745). 


FIRST PART Q. try. ART. x 


This too has been: disproved above for the rea- 
son that it is contrary to the unchangeable char- 
acter of Divine Providence.’ 

We must therefore say that fate, considered 
in regard to second causes, is changeable, but as 
subject to Divine Providence, it derives a cer- 
tain unchangeableness, not of absolute but of 
conditional necessity. In this sense we say that 
this conditional is true and necessary: “If God 
foreknew that this would happen, it will hap- 
pen,” Therefore Boéthius, having said that the 
chain of fate is fickle, shortly afterwards adds, 
—‘which, since it is derived from an unchange- 
able Providence, must also itself be unchange- 
able.” 

From this the answers to the objections are 
clear. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether All Things Are Subject 
to Fate? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that all things are subject to fate. 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6):* “The chain of fate moves the heaven 
and the stars, tempers the elements to one an- 
other, and models them by a reciprocal trans- 
formation. By fate all things that are born into 
the world and perish are renewed in a uniform 
progression of offspring and seed.” Nothing 
therefore seems to be excluded from the domain 
of fate. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says® that “fate is 
something real, as referred to the Divine will 
and power.” But the Divine will is cause of all 
things that happen, as Augustine says (De Trin. 
ili, 1, segq.).4 Therefore all things are subject to 
fate. 

Obj. 3. Further, Boéthius says (Joc. cit.)* that 
fate is ‘“‘a disposition inherent to changeable 
things.” But all creatures are changeable, and 
God alone is truly unchangeable, as stated 
above (q. Ix, A. 2). Therefore fate is in all 
things. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iv, 6)® that “some things subject to Providence 
are above the ordering of fate.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 2), fate is 
the ordering of second causes to effects foreseen 
by God. Whatever, therefore, is subject to sec- 
ond causes, is subject also to fate. But what- 
ever is done immediately by God, since it is not 
subject to second causes, neither is it subject 

1 Cf, Q. xxu11, A. 8. 2 PL 63, 817. 

3 City of God, v, 1 (PL 4i, 141); cf. also v, 8 (PL 41, 
ia 42, 871; Enchiridion, chap. 95 (PL 40, 276). 

5 PL 63, 815. 6 PL 63, 826. 
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to fate; such are creation, the glorification of 
spiritual substances, and the like. And this. .is 
what Boéthius says (doc. cit.), namely, that 
“those things which are nigh to God have a 
state of immobility, and exceed the changeable 
order of fate.” Hence it is clear that “the fur- 
ther a thing is from the First Mind, the more it 
1s involved in the chain of fate,” since so much 
the more it is bound up with second causes. 

Reply 06;. 1. All the things mentioned in this 
passage are done by God by means of second 
causes; for this reason they are contained in the 
order of fate. But it is not the same with every- 
thing else, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 2. Fate is to be referred to the 
Divine will and power as to its first principle. 
Consequently it does not follow that whatever 
is subject to the Divine will or power is subject 
also to fate, as already stated. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although all creatures are in 
some way changeable, yet some of them do not 
proceed from changeable created causes, And 
these, therefore, are not subject to fate, as 
stated above. 


QUESTION CXVII 
OF THINGS PERTAINING TO THE ACTION 
OF MAN 
(In Four Articles) 


WE have next to consider those things which 
pertain to the action of man, who is composed 
of a created corporeal and spiritual nature. In 
the first place we shall consider the action of 
man, and secondly the propagation of man from 
man (q. cxviir). As to the first, there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether one man can 
teach another, as being the cause of his knowl- 
edge? (2) Whether man can teach an angel? (3) 
Whether by the power of his soul man can 
change corporeal matter? (4) Whether the sep- 
arate soul of man can move bodies by local 
movement? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether One Man Can Teach 
Another? 

We proceed thus to the First Article; It 
would seem that one man cannot teach another, 

Objection 1. For the Lord says (Matt. 23. 8): 
Be not you called Rabbi, on which the gloss of 
Jerome says,’ ‘Lest you give to men the honour 
due to God.” Therefore to be a master is prop- 
erly an honour due to God. But it belongs to a 
master to teach. Therefore man cannot teach, 
and this is proper to God. 

1 Glossa interl. (Vv, 711). 
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Obj. 2. Further, if one man teaches another, 
this is only in so far as he acts through his own 
knowledge, so as to cause knowledge in the 
other. But a quality through which anyone acts 
so as to produce his like is an active quality. 
Therefore it follows that knowledge is an active 
quality just as heat is. 

Obj. 3. Further, for knowledge we require in- 
tellectual light, and the species of the thing un- 
derstood. But a man cannot cause either of 
these in another man. Therefore a man cannot 
by teaching cause knowledge in another man. 

Obj. 4. Further, the teacher does nothing in 
regard to a disciple save to propose to him cer- 
tain signs, 50 as to signify something by words 
or gestures. But it is not possible to teach any- 
one so as to cause knowledge in him, by putting 
signs before him. For these are signs either of 
things that he knows or of things he does not 
know. If of things that he knows, he to whom 
these signs are proposed is already in the posses- 
sion of knowledge, and does not acquire it from 
the master. If they are signs of things that he 
does not know, he can learn nothing from them. 
For instance, if one were to speak Greek to a 
man who only knows Latin, he would learn 
nothing thereby. Therefore in no way can a man 
cause knowledge in another by teaching him. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (I Tim. 2. 
7): Whereunto I am appointed a preacher and 
an apostle ...a doctor of the Gentiles in faith 
and truth, 

I answer that, On this question there have 
been various opinions. For Averroes, comment- 
ing on the third book on the Soul, maintains 
that all men have one possible intellect in com- 
mon, as stated above (Q. LXXVI, A. 2). From this 
it followed that the same intelligible species be- 
long to all men. Consequently he held that one 
man does not cause another to have a knowl- 
edge distinct from that which he has himself, 
but that he communicates the identical knowl- 
edge which he has himself, by moving him to 
order rightly the phantasms in his soul, so that 
they be rightly disposed for intelligible appre- 
hension. This opinion is true so far as knowl- 
edge is the sarne in disciple and master, if we 
consider the identity of the thing known, for 
the same truth of the thing is known by both of 
them. But so far as he maintains that all men 
have but one possible intellect and the same in- 
telligible species, differing only as to various 
phantasms, his opinion is false, as stated above 
(Q. LXXVI, A. 2). 

Besides this, there is the opinion of the Pla- 

1 Comm. 5, digressio, p. V (VI, 2, 146F). 
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tonists, who held that our souls are possessed of 
knowledge from the very beginning, through 
the participation of separate forms, as stated 
above (Q. LXXXIV, AA. 3, 4), but that the soul is 
hindered, through its union with the body, from 
the free consideration of those things which it 
knows. According to this, the disciple does not 
acquire fresh knowledge from his master, but 
is roused by him to consider what he knows, so 
that to learn would be nothing else than to re- 
member. In the same way they held? that nat- 
ural agents only dispose (matter) to receive 
forms, which matter acquires by a participation 
of separate species. But against this we have 
shown above (Q. LXXIX, A. 2} Q. LXXXIV, A. 3) 
that the possible intellect of the human soul is 
in pure potency to intelligibles, as Aristotle 
says.3 

We must therefore decide the question differ- 
ently, by saying that the teacher causes knowl- 
edge in the learner by reducing him from po- 
tency to act, as the Philosopher says.‘ In order 
to make this clear, we must observe that of ef- 
fects proceeding from an exterior principle, 
some proceed from the exterior principle alone; 
as for instance the form of a house is caused to 
be in matter by art alone. But other effects pro- 
ceed sometimes from an exterior principle, 
sometimes from an interior principle; thus 
health is caused in a sick man, sometimes by an 
exterior principle, namely by the medical art, 
sometimes by an interior principle, as when a 
man is healed by the force of nature. In these 
latter effects two things must be noticed. First, 
that art in its work imitates nature, for just as 
nature heals a man by alteration, digestion, re- 
jection of the matter that caused the sickness, 
so does art. Secondly, we must remark that the 
exterior principle, art, acts not as principal 
agent, but as helping the principal agent, which 
is the interior principle, by strengthening it, and 
by furnishing it with instruments and assist- 
ance, of which nature makes use in producing 
the effect. Thus the physician strengthens na- 
ture, and employs food and medicine, of which 
nature makes use for the intended end. 

Now knowledge is acquired in man both from 
an interior principle. as is clear in one who pro- 
cures knowledge by his own search, and from an 
exterior principle, as is clear in one who learns 
(by instruction). For in every man there is a 
certain principle of knowledge, namely the light 
of the agent intellect, through which certain 


? Plato and Avicenna; cf. above, Q. CXV, A. I. 
3 Soul, 11, 4 (429°30). 
4 Physics, vil, 4 (225"r), 
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universal principles of all the sciences are nat- 
urally understood as soon as proposed to the in- 
tellect. Now when anyone applies these univer- 
sal principles to certain particular things, the 
memory or experience of which he acquires 
through the senses, then by his own search ad- 
vancing from the known to the unknown, he ob- 
tains knowledge of what he knew not before. 
Therefore anyone who teaches leads the dis- 
ciple from things known by the latter to the 
knowledge of things previously unknown to 
him, according to what the Philosopher says,! 
“All teaching and all learning proceed from 
previous knowledge.” 

Now the master leads the disciple from things 
known to knowledge of the unknown in a two- 
fold manner. First, by proposing to him certain 
helps or means of instruction, which his intel- 
lect can use for the acquisition of science. For 
instance, he may put before him certain less 
universal propositions, of which nevertheless 
the disciple is able to judge from previous 
knowledge; or he may propose to him some sen- 
sible examples, either by way of likeness or of 
opposition, or something of the sort, from which 
the intellect of the learner is led to the knowl- 
edge of truth previously unknown. Secondly, by 
strengthening the intellect of the learner; not, 
indeed, by some active power as of a higher 
nature, as explained above (Q. CVI, A. 13 Q. 
CxI, A. 1) of the angelic enlightenment, because 
all human intellects are of one grade in the nat- 
ural order, but in so far as he proposes to the 
disciple the order of principles to conclusions, 
because he does not have sufficient powers of 
comparison to be able to draw the conclusions 
from the principles. Hence the Philosopher 
says? that “a demonstration is a syllogism that 
causes knowledge.” In this way a demonstrator 
causes his hearers to know. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above, the teacher 
only brings exterior help, as the physician who 
heals. But just as the inward nature is the prin- 
cipal cause of the healing, so the interior light 
of the intellect is the principal cause of knowl- 
edge. But both of these are from God. There- 
fore as of God is it written: Who healeth all thy 
diseases (Ps. 102. 3), so of Him is it written: 
He that teacheth man knowledge (Ps. 93. 10), 
since the light of His countenance is signed 
upon us (Ps. 4. 7), through which light all 
things are shown to us. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Averroes argues’, the 


§ Posterior Analytics, 1, 1 (71"1). 
2 Tbid.,1, 2 (7117). 
3 Jn De An., 101, 5, digressio, Pt. v (v1, 2, 152D), 
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teacher does not cause knowledge in the dis- 
ciple after the manner of a natural agent. There- 
fore knowledge need not be an active quality, 
but is the principle by which one is directed in 
teaching, just as art is the principle by which 
one is directed in working. 

Reply Obj. 3. The master does not cause the 
intellectual light in the disciple, nor does he 
cause the intelligible species directly, but he 
moves the disciple by teaching, so that the lat- 
ter, by the power of his intellect, forms intel- 
ligible concepts, the signs of which are proposed 
to him from without. 

Reply Obj. 4. The signs proposed by the mas- 
ter to the disciple are of things known in a uni- 
versal and confused manner, but not known in 
particular and distinctly. Therefore when any- 
one acquires knowledge by himself, he cannot 
be called self-taught, or be said to have been his 
own master, because perfect knowledge did not 
precede in him, such as is required in a master. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Man Can Teach the 
Angels? | 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that men can teach angels. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Eph. 3, 
10): That the manifold wisdom of God may be 
made known to the principalities and powers in 
the heavenly places through the Church. But 
the Church is the union of all the faithful. 
Therefore some things are made known to an- 
gels through men. 

Obj. 2. Further, the superior angels, who are 
enlightened immediately concerning Divine 
things by God, can instruct the inferior angels, 
as statéd above (Q. CVI, A. I; Q. Cxm, A. 3). But 
some men are instructed immediately concern- 
ing Divine things by the Word of God, as ap- 
pears principally of the apostles from Heb. 1. 1, 
2: Last of all, in these days (God) hath spoken 
to us by His Son. Therefore some men have 
been able to teach the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, the inferior angels are in- 
structed by the superior. But some men are 
higher than some angels, since some men are 
taken up to the highest angelic orders, as Greg- 
ory says in a homily (Hom. xxxiv in Ev.).4 
Therefore some of the inferior angels can be in- 
structed by men concerning Divine things. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)® that every Divine enlightenment is borne 
to men by the ministry of the angels. Therefore 
angels are not instructed by men concerning 
Divine things. 


‘PL 76, 1252. 5 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 180). 
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T answer that, As stated above (Q. cvI, A. 2), 
the inferior angels can indeed speak to the su- 
perior. angels, by making their thoughts known 
to them; but concerning Divine things superior 
angels are never enlightened by inferior angels. 
Now it is manifest that in the same way as in- 
ferior angels are subject to the superior, the 
highest men are subject even to the lowest an- 
gels. This is clear from Our Lord’s words (Matt. 
11,11): There hath not risen among them that 
are born of women a greater than John the Bap- 
tist; yet he that is lesser in the kingdom of 
heaven is greater than he. Therefore angels are 
never enlightened by men concerning Divine 
things. But men can by means of speech make 
known to angels the thoughts of their hearts, be- 
cause it belongs to God alone to know the 
heart’s secrets. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine (Gen. ad lit. v, 19)! 
thus explains this passage of the Apostle, who in 
the preceding verses says: “To me, the least of 
all the saints, is given this grace ...to enlighten 
all men, that they may see what is the dispensa- 
tion of the mystery which hath been hidden 
from eternity in God.—Hidden, yet so that ‘the 
multiform wisdom of God’ was made known to 
the principalities and powers in the heavenly 
places—that is, through the Church.” As though 
he were to say: This mystery was hidden from 
men, but not from the Church in heaven, which 
is contained in the principalities and powers 
who knew it “from all ages, but not before all 
ages: because the Church was at first there, 
where after the resurrection this Church com- 
posed of men will be gathered together.” 

Tt can also be explained otherwise that ‘what 
is hidden, is known by the angels, not only in 
God, but also here when it takes place and is 
made public,” as Augustine says further on 
(ibid.). Thus when the mysteries of Christ and 
the Church were fulfilled by the apostles, some 
things concerning these mysteries became ap- 
parent to the angels which were hidden from 
them before. In this way we can understand 
what Jerome says (Comment. in Ep. ad Eph., 
lac. cit.),—that from the preaching of the apos- 
tles the angels learnt certain mysteries; that is 
to say, through the preaching of the apostles, 
the mysteries were realized in the things them- 
selves. Thus by the preaching of Paul the Gen- 
tiles were converted, of which mystery the 
Apostle is speaking in the passage quoted. 

Reply Obj. 2. The apostles were instructed 
immediately by the Word of God, not accord- 
ing to His Divinity, but according as He spoke 
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in His human nature. Hence the argument does 
not prove. 

Reply Obj. 3. Certain men even in this state 
of life are greater than certain angels, not ac- 
tually, but virtually, in so far as they have such 
great charity that they can merit a higher de- 
gree of happiness than that possessed by certain 
angels. In the same way we might say that the 
seed of a great tree is virtually greater than a 
small tree, though actually it is much smaller. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Man by the Power of 
His Soul Can Change Corporeal Matter? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that man by the power of his soul 
can change corporeal matter. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says (Dialog. ii, 
30): “Saints work miracles, sometimes by 
prayer, sometimes by their power. Thus Peter, 
by prayer, raised the dead Tabitha to life, and 
by his reproof delivered to death the lying Ana- 
nias and Saphira.” But in the working of mir- 
acles a change is wrought in corporeal matter. 
Therefore men, by the power of the soul, can 
change corporeal matter. 

Obj, 2. Further, on these words (Gal. 3. 1): 
Who hath bewitched you, that you should not 
obey the truth? the gloss says? that “some have 
blazing eyes, who by a single look bewitch oth- 
ers, especially children.” But this would not be 
unless the power of the soul could change cor- 
poreal matter. Therefore man can change cor- 
poreal matter by the power of his soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, the human body is nobler 
than other inferior bodies. But by the appre- 
hension of the human soul the human body is 
changed to heat and cold, as appears when a 
man is angry or afraid; indeed this change 
sometimes goes so far as to bring on sickness 
and death. Much more, then, can the human 
soul by its power change corporeal matter. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 
8) :4“Corporeal matter obeys God alone at will.”’ 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. Cx, A. 2), 
corporeal matter is not changed to (the recep- 
tion of) a form save either by some agent com- 
posed of matter and form, or by God Himself, 
in Whom both matter and form pre-exist vir- 
tually, as in the primordial] cause of both. There- 
fore of the angels also we have stated (zbid.) 
that they cannot change corporeal matter by 
their natural power, except by employing cor- 


2 PL 66, 188. 
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pereal agents. for the. production: of certain ef- 
fects. Much less therefore can the soul, by its 
ndtural power, change corporeal. matter, except 
by means of bodies. 

Reply Obj. 1. The saints are said to work mir- 
acles by the power of grace, not of nature. This 
is clear from what Gregory says in the same 
place: “Those who are sons of God, in power, as 
John says—what wonder is there that they 
should work miracles by that power?” 

Reply Obj. 2. Avicenna assigns the cause of 
bewitchment to the fact that corporeal matter 
has a natural tendency to obey spiritual sub- 
stance rather than natural contrary agents.! 
Therefore when the soul is of strong imagina- 
tion, it can change corporeal matter. This he 
says is the cause of the “evil eye.” 

But it has been shown above (Q. Cx, A. 2) 
that corporeal matter does not obey spiritual 
substances at will, but the Creator alone. There- 
fore it is better to say, that by a strong imagina- 
tion the spirits of the body united to that soul 
are changed, which change in the spirits takes 
place especially in the eyes, to which the more 
subtle spirits can reach. And the eyes infect the 
air which is in contact with them to a certain 
distance, in the same way as a new and clear 
mirror contracts a tarnish from the look of a 
woman in menstruation, as Aristotle says.” 

Hence then when a soul is vehemently moved 
to wickedness, as occurs mostly in little old 
women, according to the above explanation, the 
countenance becomes venomous and hurtful, 
especially to children, who have a tender and 
most impressionable body. It is also possible 
that by God's permission, or from some hidden 
deed, the spiteful demons co-operate in this, as 
the witches may have some compact with them. 

Reply Obj. 3. The soul is united to the body 
as its form, and the sensitive appetite, which 
obeys the reason in a certain way, as stated 
above (Q. LXXXI, A. 3), is the act of a corporeal 
organ. Therefore at the apprehension of the 
human soul, the sensitive appetite must be 
moved with an accompanying corporeal opera- 
tion. But the apprehension of the human soul 
does not suffice to work a change in exterior 
bodies, except by means of a change in the body 
united to it, as stated above (Ans. 2). 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Separated Human 
Soul Can Move Bodies at Least Locally? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the separated human soul can move 
bodies at least locally. 


1 De An., tv, 4 (20vb). 2 Sleep, 2 (459°26). 
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Objection 1. For a body naturally obeys a 
spiritua] substarice as to local motion, as stated 
above (Q. cx, a. 3). But the separated soul is a 
Spiritual substance. Therefore it can move ex- 
terior bodies by its command. 

Obj. 2. Further, in the /tinerary of Clement 
it is said® in the narrative of Nicetas to Peter, 
that Simon Magus, by sorcery retained power 
over the soul of a child that he had slain, and 
that through this soul he worked magical won- 
ders. But this could not have been without some 
corporeal change at least as to place. Therefore 
the separated soul has the power to move bod- 
ies locally. : 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says‘ that 
the soul cannot move any other body whatso- 
ever but its own. 

I answer that, The separated soul cannot by 
its natural power move a body. For it is mani- 
fest that, even while the soul is united to the 
body, it does not move the body unless it is en- 
dowed with life, so that if one of the members 
become lifeless, it does not obey the soul as to 
local motion. Now it is also manifest that no 
body is quickened by the separated soul. There- 
fore within the limits of its natural power the 
separated soul cannot command the obedience 
of a body, though, by the power of God, it can 
exceed those limits. 

Reply Obj. 1. There are certain spiritual sub- 
stances whose powers are not determined to cer- 
tain bodies. Such are the angels who are natu- 
rally unfettered by a body; consequently vari- 
ous bodies may obey them as to movement. But 
if the moving power of a separated substance is 
naturally determined to move a certain body, 
that substance will not be able to move a body 
of higher degree, but only ane of lower degree; 
thus according to philosophers the mover of the 
lower heaven cannot move the higher heaven 
Therefore, since the soul is by its nature deter- 
mined to move the body of which it is the form, 
it cannot by its natural power move any other 
body. 

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine® and Chrysostom 
(Hom. xxviii in Matt.)’ say, the demons often 
pretend to be the souls of the dead, in order to 
confirm the error of the Gentiles, who believed 
this. It is therefore credible that Simon Magus 
was deceived by some demon who pretended to 
be the soul of the child whom the magician had 
slain. 

3 De Gestis S. Petri, xxvu (PG 2, 492). 

* Soul, 1, 3 (407°r9). 

6 Cf. Q. LVU, A. 2;Q. LI, A. 2. 
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QUESTION CXVIII 


OF THE PRODUCTION OF MAN FROM 
MAN AS TO THE SOUL 


(In Three Articles) 


WE now consider the production of man from 
man: first, as to the soul; secondly, as to the 
body. (9. CxIXx). 

Under the first head there are three points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the sensitive soul is trans- 
mitted with the semen? (2) Whether the intel- 
lectual soul is thus transmitted? (3) Whether 
all souls were created at the same time? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Sensitive Soul 
Is Transmitted with the Semen? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the sensitive soul is not trans- 
mitted with the semen, but created by God. 

Objection 1. For every perfect substance not 
composed of matter and form that begins to 
exist, acquires existence not by generation but 
by creation, for nothing is generated save from 
matter. But the sensitive soul is a perfect sub- 
stance, otherwise it could not move the body; 
and since it is the form of a body, it is not com- 
posed of matter and form. Therefore it begins 
to exist not by generation but by creation. 

Obj. 2. Further, in living things the principle 
of generation is the generating power, which, 
since it is one of the powers of the vegetative 
soul, is of a lower order than the sensitive soul. 
Now nothing acts beyond its species. Therefore 
the sensitive soul cannot be caused by the ani- 
mal’s generating power. 

Obj. 3. Further, the generator begets its like, 
so that the form of the generator must be actu- 
ally in the cause of generation. But neither the 
sensitive soul itself nor any part of it is actu- 
ally in the semen, for no part of the sensitive 
soul is elsewhere than in some part of the body. 
But in the semen there is not even a particle of 
the body, because there is not a particle of the 
body which is not made from the semen and by 
its power. Therefore the sensitive soul is not 
produced through the semen. 

Obj. 4. Further, if there be in the semen any 
principle productive of the sensitive soul, this 
principle either remains after the animal is be- 
gotten, or it does not remain. Now it cannot re- 
main. For either it would be identified with the 
sensitive soul of the begotten animal, which is 
impossible, for thus there would be identity be- 
tween begetter and begotten, maker and made; 
or it would be distinct from it, and again this 
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is invpossible, for it has been proved above (@. 
LXXVI, A. 4) that in one animal there is but one 
formal principle, which is the soul. If on the 
other hand this principle does not remain, this 
again seems to be impossible, for thus an agent 
would act to its own destruction, which is im- 
possible. Therefore the sensitive soul cannot be 
generated from the semen. 

On the contrary, The power in the semen is to 
the animal generated from semen, as the power 
in the elements of the world is to animals pro- 
duced from these elements,—for instance by 
putrefaction. But in the latter animals the soul 
is produced by the power that is in the elements, 
according to Genesis 1. 20: Let the waters bring 
forth the creeping creatures having life. There- 
fore also the souls of animals generated from 
semen are produced by the seminal power. 

I answer that, Some have held that the sensi- 
tive souls of animals are created by God.' This 
opinion would hold if the sensitive soul were 
subsistent, having being and operation of itself. 
For thus, as having being and operation of itself, 
to be made would be proper to it. And since a 
simple and subsistent thing cannot be made ex- 
cept by creation, it would follow that the sensi- 
tive soul would come into being by creation. 

But this principle is false-——namely, that 
being and operation are proper to the sensitive 
soul, as has been made clear above (Q. LXxv, A. 
3), for then it would not cease to exist when the 
body perishes. Since, therefore, it is not a sub- 
sistent form, its relation to existence is that of 
the corporeal forms, to which being does not 
belong as proper to them, but which are said to 
be-in so far as the subsistent composites exist 
through them. 

And so to be made is proper to composites. 
And since the generator is like the generated, it 
follows of necessity that both the sensitive soul, 
and all other like forms are naturally brought 
into being by certain corporeal agents that re- 
duce the matter from potency to act, through 
some corporeal power of which they are pos- 
sessed. 

’, Now the more powerful an agent, the greater 
the scope of its action. For instance, the hotter 
a body, the greater the distance to which its 
heat carries. Therefore bodies not endowed with 
life, which are the lowest in the order of nature, 
generate their like, not through some medium, 
but by themselves; thus fire by itself generates 
fire. But living bodies, as being more powerful, 
act so as to generate their like, both without 


1 Plato, according to Averroes, Jn Meta., vu, 31 (vit, 
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and with a medium. Without a medium—in the 
work of nutrition, in which flesh generates flesh; 
with a medium-—in the act of generation, be- 
cause the seed of the animal’ or plant derives a 
certain active force from the soul of the genera- 
tor, just as the instrument derives a certain 
moving power from the principal agent. And as 
it matters not whether we say that something is 
moved by the instrument or by the principal 
agent, so neither does it matter whether we say 
that the soul of the generated jis caused by the 
soul of the generator, or by some seminal power 
derived from it. 

Reply Obj. 1. The sensitive soul is not a per- 
fect self-subsistent substance. We have spoken 
of this above (Q. Lxxv, A. 3), nor need we re- 
peat it here. 

Reply Obj. 2. The generating power begets 
not only by its own power, but by that of the 
whole soul, of which it is a power. Therefore 
the generating power of a plant generates a 
plant, and that of an animal begets an animal. 
For the more perfect the soul is, to so much 
a more perfect effect is its generating power 
ordered. 

Reply Obj. 3. This active force which is in the 
semen, and which is derived from the soul of the 
generator, is, as it were, a certain movement of 
this soul itself; nor is it the soul or a part of the 
soul, save virtually. Thus the form of a bed is 
not in the saw or the axe, but a certain move- 
ment towards that form. Consequently there is 
no need for this active force to have an actual 
organ; but it is based on the (vital) spirit in 
the semen which is frothy, as is attested by its 
whiteness. In the spirit, moreover, there is a 
certain heat derived from the power of the 
heavenly bodies, by virtue of which the inferior 
bodies also act towards the production of the 
species as stated above (Q. CXV, A. 3, AMS. 2). 
And since in this (vital) spirit, the power of 
the soul is concurrent with the power of a 
heavenly body, it has been said that ‘‘man and 
the sun generate man”! Moreover, elemental 
heat is employed instrumentally by the soul’s 
power, as also by the nutritive power, as stated.” 

Reply Obj. 4. In perfect animals, generated 
by coition, the active force is in the semen of 
the male, as the Philosopher says,’ but the feetal 
matter is provided by the female. In this mat- 
ter the vegetable soul exists from the very be- 
ginning, not as to the second act, but as to the 
first act, as the sensitive soul is in one who 
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sleeps. But as soon as it begins to attract nour~ 
ishment, then it already operates in act. This 
matter therefore is transmuted by the power 
which is in the semen of the male, until it is 
actually informed by the sensitive soul; but not 
as though the force itself which was in the se- 
men becomes the sensitive soul, for in this way 
the generator and generated would be identical, 
and this would be more like nourishment and 
growth than generation, as the Philosopher 
says.‘ And after the sensitive soul by the power 
of the active principle in the semen has been 
produced in one of the principal parts of the 
thing generated, then the sensitive soul of the 
offspring begins to work towards the perfection 
of its own body, by nourishment and growth. As 
to the active power which was in the semen, it 
ceases to be, when the semen is dissolved and its 
(vital) spirit vanishes. Nor is there anything 
unreasonable in this, because this force is not 
the principal but the instrumental agent, and 
the movement of an instrument ceases when 
once the effect has been produced. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Intellectual Soul Is 
Produced From the Semen? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the intellectual soul is produced 
from the semen. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Gen. 46. 26): 
All the souls that came out of Jacob’s thigh, 
sixty-six. But nothing is produced from the 
thigh of a man, except as caused by the semen. 
Therefore the intellectual soul is produced from 
the semen. 

Obj. 2. Further, as shown above (0. LXXxvI, 
A. 3), the intellectual, sensitive, and nutritive 
souls are. in substance, one soul in man. But 
the sensitive soul in man is generated from the 
semen, as in other animals. And so the Philoso- 
pher says® that “the animal and the man are 
not made at the same time,” but first of all the 
animal] is made having a sensitive soul. There- 
fore also the intellectual soul is produced from 
the semen. 

067. 3. Further, it is one and the same agent 
whose action is directed to the matter and to 
the form. Otherwise from the matter and the 
form there would not result something abso- 
lutely one. But the intellectual sou! is the form 
of the human body, which is formed by the 
power of the semen. Therefore the intellectual 
soul also is produced by the power of the semen. 

Obj. 4. Further, man begets his like in spe- 

* Generation and Corruption, 1, 5 (32122). 
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less, therefore, did He make the soul without 
the body. 

But if someone say that it is not natural to 
thé soul to be united to the body, we must seek 
reason why it is united to a body. And the rea- 
son must be either because the soul so willed, 
or for some other reason. That the soul willed it 
seems incongruous. First, because it would be 
unreasonable of the soul to wish to be united to 
the body, if it did not need the body; for if it 
did need it, it would be natural for it to be unit- 
ed to it, since nature does not fail in what is 
necessary. Secondly, because there would be no 
reason why, having been created from the be- 
ginning of the world, the soul should, after such 
a long time, come to wish to be united to the 
body. For a spiritual substance is above time, 
and superior to the heavenly revolutions. Third- 
ly, because it would seem that this body was 
united to this soul by chance, since for this 
union to take place two wills would have to con- 
cur—namely, that of the soul which comes, and 
that of the begetter. 1f, however, this union be 
neither voluntary nor natural on the part of the 
soul, then it must be the result of some violent 
cause, and would be to the soul something of a 
penal and afflicting character. This is in keep- 
ing with the opinion of Origen, who held that 
souls were embodied in punishment of sin. 
Since, therefore, all these opinions are unrea- 
sonable, we must confess absolutely that souls 
were not created before bodies, but are created 
at the same time as they are infused into 
them. 

Reply Obj. 1. God is said to have rested on 
the seventh day, not from all work, since we 
read (John 5.17): My Father worketh until 
now, but from the creation of any new genera 
and species, which did not in some way pre- 
exist in the first works. For in this sense, the 
souls which are created now, pre-existed, as 
to the likeness of the species, in the first 
works, which included the creation of Adam’s 
soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. Something can be added every 
day to the perfection of the universe, as to the 
number of individuals, but not as to the number 
of species. 

Reply Obj. 3. That the soul remains without 
the body is due to the corruption of the body, 
which was a result of sin. Consequently it was 
not fitting that God should make the soul with- 
out the body from the beginning; for as it is 
written (Wisd. 1. 13, 16): God made not death 
... but the wicked with works and words have 
called it to them. 
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QUESTION CXIX 


OF THE PROPAGATION OF MAN AS TO 
THE BODY 


(In ‘Two Articles) 


WE now consider the propagation of man as to 
the body. Concerning this there are two points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether any part of the food is 
changed into true human nature? (2) Whether 
the semen, which is the principle of human gen- 
eration, is produced from the surplus food? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Some Pari of the Food 
Is Changed into True Human Nature? 

We proceed thus to the First Ariicle: It 
would seem that none of the food is changed in- 
to true human nature. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Matt. 15. 17): 
Whatsoever entereth into the mauth, goeth into 
the belly, and is cast out into the privy. But 
what is cast out is not changed into the reality 
of human nature. Therefore none of the food is 
changed into true human nature. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher distinguishes 
flesh according to species from flesh according 
to matter, and says that the latter comes and 
goes.! Now what is formed from food comes and 
goes. Therefore what is produced from food is 
flesh according to matter. not to according spe- 
cies. But what pertains to true human nature 
pertains to the species. Therefore the food is 
not changed into true human nature. 

Obj. 3. Further, the radical humour seems 
to belong to the reality of human nature, and 
if it’is lost, it cannot be recovered, according 
to physicians? But it could be recovered if’ 
the food were changed into the humour. 
Therefore food is not change: into true human 
nature. 

Obj. 4. Further, if the food were changed into 
true human nature, whatever is lost in man 
could be restored. But man’s death is due only 
to the loss of something. Therefore man would 
be able by taking food to insure himself forever 
against death. 

Obj. 5. Further, if the food is changed into 
true human nature, there is nothing in man 
which may not disappear or be repaired, for 
what is generated in a man from his food can 
both disappear and be repaired. If therefore a 
man lived long enough, it would follow that in 
the end nothing would be left in him of what be- 

1 Generation and Corruption, 1, 5 (32121). 
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longed to him, materially at the beginning. Con- 
sequently he would not be numerically the same 
man throughout his life, since for the thing to 
be numerically the same, identity of matter is 
necessary. But this is incongruous. Therefore 
the food is not changed into true human nature. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vera 
Relig. xl) :' “The bodily food when corrupted, 
that is, having lost its form, is changed into the 
texture of the members.” But the texture of the 
members pertains to true human nature. There- 
fore the food is changed into the reality of hu- 
man nature. . 

I answer that, According to the Philosopher,” 
“The relation of a thing to truth is the same as 
its relation to being.” Therefore that belongs to 
the true nature of any thing which enters into 
the constitution of that nature. But nature can 
be considered in two ways, first, in general ac- 
cording to the notion of the species; secondly, 
as it is in this individual. And while the form 
and the common matter belong to a thing’s 
true nature considered in general, individual sig- 
nate matter and the form individualized by that 
matter belong to the true nature considered in 
this particular individual. Thus a soul and 
body belong to the true human nature in gen- 
eral, but to the true human nature of Peter 
and Martin belong this soul and this body. 

Now there are certain things whose form can- 
not exist save in one signate matter; thus the 
form of the sun cannot exist save in the matter 
in which it actually is. And in this sense some 
have said that the human form cannot exist but 
in a certain signate matter, which, they said, 
was given that form at the very beginning in 
the first man.’ So that whatever may have been 
added to that which was derived by posterity 
from the first parent does not belong to the 
truth of human nature, as not receiving in truth 
the form of human nature. 

But, said they, that matter which, in the first 
man, was the subject of the human form, was 
multiplied in itself, and in this way the multi- 
tude of human bodies is derived from the body 
of the first man. According to these, the food 
is not changed into true human nature. We take 
food, they stated, in order to help nature to re- 
sist the action of natural heat, and prevent the 
consumption of the radical humour, just as lead 
or tin is mixed with silver to prevent its being 
consumed by fire. 

1PL 34, 155. 
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But this is unreasonable in many ways. First, 
because it comes to the same thing that a form 
can be produced in another matter, or that it 
can cease to be in its proper matter. Therefore 
all things that can be generated are corruptible, 
and conversely. Now it is manifest that the hu- 
man form can cease to exist in this matter which 
is its subject; otherwise the human body would 
not be corruptible. Consequently it can begin 
to exist in another matter, something else being 
changed into true human nature. Secondly, be- 
cause in all beings whose entire matter is found 
in one individual there is only one individual in 
the species, as is clearly the case with the sun, 
moon and the like. Thus there would only be 
one individual of the human species. Thirdly, 
because multiplication of matter cannot be un- 
derstood otherwise than either in respect of 
quantity only, as in things which are rarefied, so 
that their matter increases in dimensions, or in 
respect of the substance itself of the matter. 
But as long as the substance alone of matter re- 
mains, it cannot be said to be multiplied, for 
multitude cannot consist in the addition of a 
thing to itself, since of necessity it can only re- 
sult from division. Therefore some other sub- 
stance must be added to matter, either by crea- 
tion, or by something else being changed into 
it. Consequently no matter can be multiplied 
save elther by rarefaction, as when air is made 
from water, or by the change of some other 
thing, as fire is multiplied by the addition of 
wood, or lastly by the creation of matter. Now 
it is manifest that the multiplication of matter 
in the human body does not occur by rarefac- 
tion, for thus the body of a man of perfect age 
would be more imperfect than the body of a 
child. Nor does it occur by creation of new mat- 
ter, for, according to Gregory (Moral. xxxii) :4 
“All things were created together as to the sub- 
stance of matter, but not as to the specific 
form.’’ Consequently the multiplication of the 
human body can only be the result of the food 
being changed into the true human body. 
Fourthly, because, since man does not differ 
from animals and plants in regard to the vege- 
tative soul, it would follow that the bodies of 
animals and plants do not increase through a 
change of nourishment into the body so nour- 
ished, but through some kind of multiplication. 
Nor can this multiplication be natural, since the 
matter cannot naturally extend beyond a cer- 
tain fixed quantity. Nor again does anything in- 
crease naturally save either by rarefaction or 
the change of something else into it. Conse- 
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quently the whole procéss of generation and 
nourishment, which are called natural powers, 
would be miraculous. And this cannot be admit- 
ted. 

’ And so others have said that the human form 
can indeed begin to exist anew in some other 
matter if we consider the human nature in gen- 
eral, but not if we consider it as it is in this in- 
dividual.! For in the individual the form remains 
confined to a certain determinate matter, on 
which it is first imprinted at the generation of 
that individual. so that it never leaves that mat- 
ter until the ultimate dissolution of the individ- 
ual. And this matter, say they, principally be- 
longs to the true human nature. But since this 
matter does not suffice for the requisite quan- 
tity, some other matter must be added, through 
the change of food into the substance of the in- 
dividual partaking of it, in such a quantity as 
suffices for the increase required. And this mat- 
ter, they state, belongs secondarily to the true 
human nature, because it is not required for the 
primary being of the individual, but for the 
quantity due to him. And if anything further 
is produced from the food, this does not be- 
long to true human nature, properly speaking. 

However, this also is inadmissible. First. be- 
cause this opinion judges of living bodies in the 
game way as of inanimate bodies, in which, al- 
though there be a power of generating their like 
in species, there is not the power of generating 
their like in the individual (which power in liv- 
ing bodies is the nutritive power). Nothing, 
therefore. would be added to living bodies by 
their nutritive power. if their food were not 
changed into their true nature. Secondly, be- 
cause the active seminal power is a certain im- 
pression derived from the soul of the begetter, 
as stated above (q. cxviii. A. 1). Hence it can- 
not have a greater power in acting than the soul 
from which it is derived. If, therefore, by the 
seminal power a certain matter truly assumes 
the form of human nature. much more can the 
soul, by the nutritive power, imprint the true 
form of human nature on the food which is as- 
similated. Thirdly. because food is needed not 
only for growth, (otherwise at the term of 
growth, food would no longer be necessary) but 
also to renew that which is lost by ihe action 
of natural heat. But there would be no re- 
newal, unless what is formed from the food took 
the place of what is lost. Therefore just as that 


1Cf. Bonaventure, Zn Sent,, 11, d. 30, A. 3,90. 1 (QR 1, 
730); Q. 2 (QR u, 735). Cf. also the reference to Alexander 
the Commentator in Averroes, In De Gener., 1, 38 (v, 
358F). 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


which was there previously belonged to true hu- 
man nature, so also.does that which is aenemated 
from-the food. . : 

Therefore, according to others,” it must be 
said that the food is really changed into the true 
human nature by reason of its assuming the 
specific form of flesh, bones and the like parts. 
This is what the Philosopher says,’ that is, that 
food nourishes in so far as it is potentially flesh: 

Reply Obj. 1. Our Lord does not say that the 
whole of what enters into the mouth, but all, 
because something from every kind of food is 
cast out into the privy. It may also be said that 
whatever is generated from food can be dis- 
solved by natural heat, and be cast aside 
through the pores, as Jerome expounds the pas. 
sage.‘ 

Reply Obj. 2. By flesh belonging to the spe- 
cies, some have understood that which first re- 
ceives the human species, which is derived 
from the begetter; and this, they say, lasts as 
Jong as the individual does.5 By flesh belonging 
to the matter these understand what is gener- 
ated from food; and this, they say, does not al- 
ways remain, but as it comes, so it goes. But this 
is contrary to the mind of Aristotle. For he says 
there.® that “just as in things which have their 
species in matter,’—for instance, wood or stone 
—“so in flesh, there is something belonging to 
the species, and something belonging to matter.” 
Now it is clear that this distinction has no place 
in inanimate things, which are not generated 
seminally, or nourished. Again, since what is 
generated from food is united to the body so 
nourished, by mixing with it. just as water is 
mixed with wine. as the Philosopher says there 
by way of example,’ it follows that that which is 
added, and that to which it is added, cannot be 
of different natures, since thev are already made 
one by a true mixture. Therefore there is no 
reason for saying that one is destroyed by nat- 
ural heat, while the other remains. 

It must therefore be said that this distinction 
of the Philosopher is not of different kinds of 
flesh, but of the same flesh considered from 
different points of view. For if we consider the 
flesh according to the species, that is, accord- 
ing to that which is formal in it, then it remains 
alwavs, because the nature of flesh always re- 
mains together with its natural disposition. But 
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if wé consider flesh according to matter, then it 
does not remain, but is graduaily destroyed and 
renewed, just as in the fire of a furnace, the 
form of fire remains, but the matter is gradually 
consumed, and other matter is substituted in 
its place. 

Reply Obj. 3. The radical humour is said to 
comprise whatever the power of the species is 
founded on. If this is taken away it cannot be 
renewed, as when a man’s hand or foot is ampu- 
tated. But the nutritive humour is that which 
has not yet received perfectly the specific na- 
ture, but is on the way there; for example the 
blood, and the like. Therefore if such as these 
are taken away, the power of the species re- 
mains in its root, which is not destroyed. 

Reply Obj. 4. Every power of a passible body 
is weakened by continuous action, because such 
agents are also acted upon. Therefore the trans- 
forming power is strong at first so as to be able 
to transform not only enough for the renewal 
of what is lost, but also for growth. Later on it 
can only transform enough for the renewal of 
what is lost, and then growth ceases. At last 
it cannot even do this, and then begins decline. 
Finally, when this virtue fails altogether, the 
animal dies. Thus the power of wine that trans- 
forms the water added to it, is weakened by 
further additions of water, so as to become at 
length watery, as the Philosopher says by way of 
example.' 

Reply Obj. 5. As the Philosopher says.? when 
a certain matter is directly transformed into 
fire, then fire is said to be generated anew; but 
when matter is transformed into a fire already 
existing, then fire is said to be fed. And so if the 
entire matter together loses the form of fire, and 
another matter transformed into fire, there will 
be another distinct fire. But if, while one piece 
of wood is gradually burning, another piece 
is laid on, and so on until the first piece is entire- 
ly consumed, the same identical fire wil] remain 
all the time, because that which is added passes 
into what pre-existed. It is the same with living 
hodies, in which by means of nourishment that 
is restored which was consumed by natural heat. 


ArticLte 2. Whether the Semen Is Produced 
from Surplus Food? 

We procecd thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the semen is not produced 
from the surplus food, but from the substance 
of the begetter. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 


1 Generation and Corruption, 1, 5 (322931), 
4 [dig. (32214). 


607 
Orth. i, 8)* that generation is “a work of nature, 
producing, from the substance of the begetter, 
that which is begotten.” But that which is gen- 
erated is produced from the semen. Therefore 
the semen is produced from the substance of 
the begetter. ! 

Obj. 2. Further, the son is like his father in 
respect of that which he receives from him. But 
if the semen from which something is generated 
is produced from the surplus food, a man would 
receive nothing from his grandfather and his 
ancestors in whom the food never existed. 
Therefore a man would not be more like to his 
grandfather or ancestors than to any other men. 

Obj. 3. Further, the food of the generator is 
sometimes the flesh of cows, pigs and like. If, 
therefore, the semen were produced from sur- 
plus food, the man begotten of such semen 
would be more akin to the cow and the pig than 
to his father or other relations. 

Obj. 4. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
x, 20)‘ that we were in Adam “not only by 
seminal principle, but also in the very substance 
of the body.” But this would not be if the se- 
men were produced from surplus food. There- 
fore the semen is not produced from surplus 
food. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher proves in 
many ways® that “the semen is surplus food.” 

I answer that, This question depends in some 
way on what has been stated above (A. 1; Q. 
cxvit, A. 1). For if there is in human nature a 
power for the communication of its form to alien 
matter not only in another, but also in its own 
subject, it is clear that the food which at first is 
dissimilar ‘becomes at length similar through 
the form communicated to it. Now it is the or- 
der of nature that a thing should be reduced 
from potency to act gradually. Hence in things 
generated we observe that at first each is im- 
perfect and is afterwards perfected. But it is 
clear that the common is to the proper and de- 
terminate, as imperfect is to perfect. Therefore 
we see that in the generation of an animal, the 
animal is generated first, then the man or the 
horse. So therefore food first of all receives a 
certain common virtue in regard to all the parts 
of the body, and is subsequently determinate to 
this or that part. 

Now it is not possible that the semen be a 
kind of solution from what is already trans- 
formed into the substance of the members. For 
this solution, if it does not rctain the nature of 
the member it is taken from, would no longer be 
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of the nature of the begetter, and would be as 
it were already on the way to corruption; and 
consequently it would not have the power of 
transforming something else into the likeness of 
that nature. But if it retained the nature of the 
member it is taken from, then it is limited to a 
determinate part of the body, and it would not 
have the power of moving towards (the produc- 
tion of) the whole nature, but only the nature 
of that part. Unless one were to say that the 
solution is taken from all the parts of the body, 
and that it retains the nature of each part. 
Thus the semen would be as a kind of small ani- 
mal in act, and generation of animal from ani- 
mal would be a mere division, as mud is gener- 
ated from mud, and as animals which continue 
to live after being cut in two. This, however, 
cannot be admitted. 

It remains to be said, therefore, that the 
semen is not something cut off from what was 
the actual whole. Rather is it the whole, though 
potentially, having the power, derived from the 
soul of the begetter, to produce the whole body, 
as stated above (A. 1; Q. cv1m, A. 1). Now that 
which is in potency to the whole is that which 
is generated from the food before it is trans- 
formed into the substance of the members. 
Therefore the semen is taken from this. In 
this sense the nutritive power is said to serve 
the generative power, because what is trans- 
formed by the nutritive power is employed as 
semen by the generative power. A sign of this, 
according to the Philosopher,' is that animals 
of great size, which require much food, have 
little semen in proportion to the size of their 
bodies, and generate seldom; and in like man- 
ner fat men, and for the same reason. 

Reply Obj. 1. Generation is from the sub- 
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stance of the begetter in animals and plants, 
in so far as the semen owes its power to the form 
of the begetter, and in so far as it is in potency 
to the substance. 

Reply Obj. 2. The likeness of the begetter 
to the begotten is on account not of the matter, 
but of the form of the agent that generates its 
like. And so in order for a man to be like his 
grandfather, there is no need that the corporeal 
seminal matter should have been in the grand- 
father, but that there be in the semen a power 
derived from the soul of the grandfather 
through the father. 

In like manner the third objection is an- 
swered. For kinship is not according to matter, 
but rather according to the derivation of the 
form. 

Reply Obj. 4. These words of Augustine are 
not to be understood as though the immediate 
seminal principle, or the corporeal substance 
from which this individual was formed were 
actually in Adam, but that both were in Adam 
according to origin. For even the corporeal mat- 
ter, which is supplied by the mother, and which 
he calls the corporeal substance, is originally 
derived from Adam; and likewise the active 
seminal power of the father, which is the imme- 
diate seminal principle of this man. 

But Christ is said to have been in Adam ac- 
cording to the corporea)] substance, not accord- 
ing to the seminal principle. Because the matter 
from which His Body was formed, and which 
was supplied by the Virgin Mother, was derived 
from Adam; but the active power was not de- 
rived from Adam, because His Body was not 
formed by the seminal power of a man, but by 
the operation of the Holy Ghost. For such a 
birth was becoming to Him, WHO IS ABOVE ALL 
GOD FOR EVER BLESSED. Amen. 


SECOND PART 


Shergerfoctooiendonsoete eal cforgoole 


Part I of the Second Part 


PROLOGUE 


SINCE, as Damascene states (De Fide Orthod. ii, 12),' man is said to 
be made to God's image, in so far as the image implies an intelligent be- 
ing endowed with free choice and self-movement, now that we have 
treated of the exemplar, that is, of God, and of those things which came 
forth from the power of God in accordance with His will, it remains for 
us to treat of His image, that is, man, according as he too is the prin- 
ciple of his actions, as having free choice and control of his actions. 


TREATISE ON THE LAST END 


QUESTION I 
OF MAN’S LAST END 
(In Eight Articles) 


In this matter we shall consider first the last end 
of human life, and secondly, those things by 
means of which man may advance towards this 
end, or stray from it (Q. v1); for the end is the 
rule of whatever is ordered to the end. And since 
the last end of human life is stated to be Happt- 
ness, We must consider (1) the last end in gen- 
eral; (2) Happiness (Q. 11). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether it pertains to man to act 
for an end? (2) Whether this is proper to the 
rational nature? (3) Whether a man’s actions 
are specified by the end? (4) Whether there is 
any last end of human life? (5) Whether one 
man can have several last ends? (6) Whether 
man orders all things to the last end? (7) 
Whether all men have the same last end? (8) 
Whether all other creatures agree with man in 
that last end? 


Articte 1. Whether It Is Proper to Man 
To Act for an End? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems unfitting for man to act for an end. 
1PG 94, 920. 


Objection 1. For a cause is naturally first. But 
an end, in its very name, has the nature of some- 
thing that is last. Therefore an end does not 
have the nature of a cause. But that for which 
a man acts, is the cause of his action, since this 
preposition “for” indicates a relation of causal- 
ity. Therefore it is not proper to man to act for 
an end. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is itself the last 
end is not for the sake of an end. But in some 
cases the last end is an action, as the Philos- 
opher states.’ Therefore man does not do every- 
thing for an end. 

Obj. 3. Further, a man seems to act for an 
end whenever he acts deliberately. But man does 
many things without deliberation, sometimes 
not even thinking of what he is doing; for in- 
stance when one moves one’s foot or hand or 
scratches one’s beard while intent on something 
else. Therefore man does not do everything for 
an end, 

On the contrary, All things contained in a 
genus are derived from the principle of that gen- 
us. Now the end is the principle in human opera- 
tions, as the Philosopher states.* Therefore it 
is proper to man to do everything for an end. 

I answer that, Of actions done by man those 
alone are properly called “human” which are 


2 Ethics, 1, 9 (1094*4). § Phystcs, 11, g (200734). 
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proper to man as man. Now man differs from 
irrational creatures in this, that he is master of 
his actions. And so those actions alone are prop- 
erly called human of which man is master. 
Now man is master of his actions through his 
reason and will; hence, too, free choice is called 
“the power of will and reason.”! Therefore 
those actions are properly called human which 
proceed from a deliberate will. And if any other 
actions are found in man, they can be called ac- 
tions ‘of a man,” but not properly “human” 
actions, since they do not pertain to man as 
man, Now it is clear that whatever actions pro- 
ceed from a power are caused by that power in 
accordance with the nature of its object. But 
the object of the will is the end and the good. 
Therefore all human actions must be for an 
end. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the end is last in the 
order of execution, yet it is first in the order of 
the agent’s intention. And it is in this way that 
it has the nature of a cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. If any human action be the last 
end, it must be voluntary; otherwise it would 
not be human, as stated above. Now an action 
is voluntary in one of two ways: first, because 
it is commanded by the will, for example, to 
walk, or to speak; secondly, because it is elicited 
by the will, for instance the very act of willing. 
Now it is impossible for the very act elicited by 
the will to be the last end. For the object of the 
will is the end, just as the object of sight is col- 
our; therefore just as the first visible cannot be 
the act of seeing, because every act of seeing is 
of some visible object; so the first appetible, 
that is, the end, cannot be the act itself of will- 
ing. Consequently it follows that if a human ac- 
tion be the last end, it must be an action com- 
manded by the will, so that even in this case 
some action of man, at least the act of willing, is 
for the end. Therefore whatever a man does it is 
true to say that man acts for an end, even when 
he does that action in which the last end consists. 

Reply Obj. 3. Actions of this kind are not 
properly human actions, since they do not pro- 
ceed from deliberation of the reason, which is 
the proper principle of human actions. There- 
fore they have a kind of imaginr<l end, but not 
one that is fixed by reason. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether It Is Proper to the 
Rational Nature to Act for an End? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that it is proper to the rational nature to 
act for an end. 

1 Cf. Peter Lombard, Sené., 11, d. 24, chap.3 (QR 1, 421). 
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Objection 1. For man, to whom it pertains to 
act for an end, never acts for an unknown end. 
On the other hand, there are many things that 
have no knowledge of an end, either because 
they are altogether without knowledge, as in- 
sensible creatures, or because they do not ap- 
prehend the aspect of end, as irrational animals. 
Therefore it seems proper to the rational nature 
to act for an end. 

Obj. 2. Further, to act for an end is to order 
one’s action to an end. But this is the work of 
reason, Therefore it does not befit things that 
lack reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, the good and the end is the 
object of the will. But “the will is in the rea- 
son.”? Therefore to act for an end belongs to 
none but a rational nature. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher proves? 
that “not only intellect but also nature acts for 
an end.” 

I answer that, Every agent, of necessity, acts 
for an end. For if in a number of causes ordered 
to one another the first be removed, the others 
must of necessity be removed also. Now the 
first of all causes is the final cause. The reason 
of which is that matter does not strive after 
form, save in so far as it is moved by an agent; 
for nothing reduces itself from potency to act. 
But an agent does not move except out of in- 
tention for an end. For if the agent were not 
determined to some effect, it would not do one 
thing rather than another; consequently in or- 
der that it produce a determinate effect, it 
must, of necessity, be determined to some cer- 
tain one, which has the nature of an end. And 
just as this determination is effected in the ra- 
tional nature by the rational appetite, which is 
called the will, so in other things it is caused by 
their natural inclination, which is called the nat- 
ural appetite. 

Nevertheless, it must be observed that a thing 
tends to an end by its action or movement in 
two ways: first, as a thing moving itself to the 
end,—as for instance man; secondly, as a thing 
.moved by another to the end, as an arrow tends 
‘to a determinate end through being moved by 
the archer, who directs his action to the end. 
Therefore those things that have reason move 
themselves to an end, because they have domin- 
ion over their actions through their free choice 
which is the power of will and reason. But those 
things that lack reason tend to an end by nat- 
ural inclination, as being moved by another and 
not by themselves, since they do not know the 
nature of an end, and consequently cannot order 

® Soul, U1, 9 (432%5). ® Physics, 0, § (19631). 
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anything to.an-end, but can bé ordered te an end 
only by another, For:the entire irrational nature 
is related to God as an instrument to the prin- 
cipal agent, as stated above (Part I, 9. xxu, A. 
2, Reply 4;:Q. Cll, a. 1, Reply 3). Consequently 
it is proper to the rational nature to tend to an 
end as moving (agens) and leading itself to the 
end; but it is proper to the irrational nature to 
tend to an end as moved or led by another, 
whether it apprehend the end, as do irrational 
animals, or do not apprehend it, as is the case 
of those things which are altogether lacking in 
knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 1. When a man of himself acts for 
an end, he knows the end, but when he is moved 
or led by another, for instance, when he acts at 
another’s command, or when he is moved under 
another’s compulsion, it is not necessary that he 
should know the end. And it is thus with irra- 
tional creatures. 

Reply Obj. 2. To order towards an end per- 
tains to that which directs itself to an end, 
whereas to be ordered to an end belongs to that 
which is directed by another to an end. And this 
can belong to an irrational nature, but by reason 
of some one possessed of reason. 

Reply Obj, 3. The object of the will is the end 
and the good in universal. Consequently there 
can be no will in those things that lack reason 
and intellect, since they cannot apprehend the 
universal; but they have a natural appetite or a 
sensitive appetite, determined to some partic- 
ular good. Now it is clear that particular causes 
are moved by a universal cause; thus the gov- 
ernor of a city, who intends the common good, 
moves by his command all the particular de- 
partments of the city. Consequently all things 
that lack reason are of necessity moved to their 
particular ends by some rational will which ex- 
tends to the universal good, namely by the Di- 
vine will. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Human Acts Are 
Specified By Their End? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that human acts are not specified by their 
end. 

Objection 1. For the end is an extrinsic cause. 
But everything is specified by an intrinsic prin- 
ciple. Therefore human acts are not specified by 
their end. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which gives a thing its 
species should exist before it. But the end comes 
last in being. Therefore a human act does not 
derive its species from the end. 

Obj. 3. Further, one thing cannot be in more 
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than one species. But one and the same act may 
happen to be ordered to various ends. Therefore 
the end does not give the species to human acts. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Mor. 
Eccl. et Manich. ti, 13) :' “According as their end 
is worthy of blame or praise, so are our deeds 
worthy of blame or praise,” 

I answer that, Each thing receives its species 
in respect of an act and not in respect of ‘po- 
tency; therefore things composed of matter and 
form are established in their respective species 
by their own forms. And this is also to be ob- 
served in proper movements. For since move- 
ments are, in a way, divided into action and pas- 
sion, each of these receives its species from an 
act ; action indeed from the act which is the prin- 
ciple of acting, and passion from the act which 
is the term of the movement. And so heating as 
an action is nothing other than a certain move- 
ment proceeding from heat, while heating as 
a passion is nothing other than a movement 
towards heat; and it is the definition that shows 
the specific nature. And either way, human acts, 
whether they be considered as actions or as pas~ 
sions, receive their species from the end. For 
human acts can be considered in both ways, 
since man moves himself, and is moved by him- 
self. Now it has been stated above (a. 1) that 
acts are called human in so far as they proceed 
from a deliberate will. Now the object of the 
will is the good and the end. And hence it is 
clear that the principle of human acts, in so far 
as they are human, is the end. In like manner it 
is their term, for the human act terminates at 
that which the will intends as the end; thus in 
natural agents the form of the thing generated 
is conformed to the form of the generator. And 
since, as Ambrose says (Prolog. super Luc.)? 
“morality is said properly of man,” moral acts 
properly speaking receive their species from the 
end, for moral acts are the same as human acts, 

Reply Obj. 1. The end is not altogether ex- 
trinsic to the act, because it is related to the 
act as principle or term; and it is just this that 
is characteristic of an act, namely, to proceed 
from something considered as action, and to pro- 
ceed towards something considered as passion. 

Reply Obj. 2. The end, in so far as it pre- 
exists in the intention, pertains to the will, as 
stated above (A. 1, Reply 1). And it is thus that 
it gives the species to the human or moral act. 

Reply Obj. 3. One and the same act, in so far 
as it proceeds once from the agent, is ordered 
but to one proximate end, from which it has its 
species, but it can be ordered to several remote 

1PL 32, 1356, PL 15, 1642, 
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ends, of which one is the end of the other. It is 
possible, however, that an act which is one ‘in 
respect of its natural species is ordered to sev- 
eral ends of the will; thus this act, to kill a man, 
which is but one act in respect of its natural 
species, can be ordered, as to an end, to the safe- 
guarding of justice, and to the satisfying of an- 
ger, the result being that there would be several 
acts in different species of morality, since in one 
way there will be an act of virtue, in another, an 
act of vice. For a movement does not receive its 
species from that which is its term accidentally, 
but only from that which is its per se term. Now 
moral ends are accidental to a natural thing, and 
conversely the character of a natural end is acci- 
dental to morality. Consequently there is no rea- 
son why acts which are the same considered in 
their natural species should not be different con- 
sidered in their moral species, and conversely. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether There Is One Last End of 
Human Life? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that there is no last end of human 
life, but that we proceed to infinity in ends. 

Objection 1. For good, according to its very 
notion spreads itself abroad, as Dionysius states 
(Div. Nom. iv).! Consequently if that which 
proceeds from good is itself good, the latter 
must diffuse some other good, so that the diffu- 
sion of good goes on to infinity. But good has 
the nature of an end. Therefore there is an in- 
finite series of ends. 

Obj. 2. Further, things pertaining to the rea- 
son can be multiplied to infinity; thus mathe- 
matical quantities have no limit. For the same 
reason the species of numbers are infinite, since 
given any number the reason can think of one 
yet greater. But desire of the end is consequent 
on the apprehension of the reason. Therefore it 
seems that there is also an infinite series of ends. 

Obj. 3. Further, the good and the end is the 
object of the will. But the will can turn back on 
itself an infinite number of times, for I can will 
something, and will to will it, and so on infinite- 
ly. Therefore there is an infinite serics of ends 
of the human will, and there is no last end of the 
human will. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“to suppose a thing to be infinite is to eliminate 
the good.” But the good is that which has the 
nature of an end. Therefore it is contrary to the 
nature of an end to proceed to infinity. There- 
fore it is necessary to fix one last end. 


1Sect. 20 (PG 3, 719). Cf. also sects. 1, 4 (694, 698). 
2 Metaphysics, ur, 2 (994%12). 
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. I answer that, Absolutely speaking, it is not 
possible to proceed infinitely in the matter of 
ends, from any point of view. For in whatsoever 
things there is an essential order of one to an- 
other, if the first be removed those that are or- 
dered to the first must of necessity be removed 
also. Thus the Philosopher proves? that “we can- 
not proceed to infinity in causes of movement,” 
because then there would be no first mover, 
without which neither can the others move, 
since they move only through being moved by 
the first mover. Now there is to be observed a 
twofold order in ends, the order of intention, 
and the order of execution, and in either of 
these orders there must be something first. For 
that which is first in the order of intention is the 
principle, as it were, moving the appetite; con- 
sequently, if you remove this principle there 
will be nothing to move the appetite. On the 
other hand, the principle in execution is that in 
which work has its beginning, and if this prin- 
ciple is taken away, no one will begin to work. 
Now the principle in the intention is the last 
end, while the principle in execution is the first 
of the things which are ordered to the end. Con- 
sequently, on neither side is it possible to go on 
to infinity, since if there were no last end noth- 
ing would be desired, nor would any action have 
its term, nor would the intention of the agent 
be at rest; while if there is no first thing among 
those that are ordered to the end, none would 
begin to work at anything, and counsel would 
have no term, but would continue infinitely. 

On the other hand, we may have an infinity 
of things that are ordered to one another not es- 
sentially but accidentally, for accidental causes 
are not determinate. And in this way it happens 
that there is an accidental infinity of ends and 
of things ordered to the end. 

Reply Obj. 1. The very nai are of good is that 
something flows from it, but not that it pro- 
ceeds from something else. Since, therefore, 
good has the nature of end, and the first good 
is the last end, this argument does not prove 
that there is no last end, but that from the end 
already supposed we may proceed downwards 
infinitcly towards those things that are ordered 
to the end. And this would be true if we consid- 
ered but the power of the First Good, which ‘is 
infinite. But, since the First Good diffuses itself 
according to the intellect, to which it is proper 
to flow forth into its effects according to a cer- 
tain determined form it follows that there is a 
certain measure to the flow of good things from 
the First Good from Which all other goods share 
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the power of diffusion. Consequently the diffu- 
sion of godd' does not proceed indefinitely, but, 
as it is written (Wisd. 11. 21), God disposes all 
things in number, weight and measure. 

Reply Obj. 2. In things which are of them- 
selves reason begins from principles that are 
known naturally, and advances to some term. 
And so the Philosopher proves! that there is no 
infinite process in demonstrations, because there 
we find a process of things having an essential, 
not an accidental, connection with one another. 
But in those things which are accidentally con- 
nected nothing hinders the reason from proceed- 
ing indefinitely. Now it is accidental to a stated 
quantity or number, as such, that quantity or 
unity be added to it. Therefore in things of this 
kind nothing hinders the reason from an in- 
finite process. 

Reply Obj. 3. This multiplication of acts of the 
will turning back on itself is accidental to the 
order of ends, This is clear from the fact that in 
regard to one and the same end the will turns 
back on itself indifferently once or several times. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether One Man Can Have 
Several Last Ends? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem possible for one man’s will to be di- 
rected at the same time to several things, as last 
ends. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says? that some 
held man’s last end to consist in four things, 
namely, “in pleasure, repose, the gifts of nature, 
and virtue.” But these are clearly more than one 
thing. Therefore one man can place the last end 
of his will in many things. 

Obj. 2. Further, things not in opposition to 
one another do not exclude one another. Now 
there are many things which are not in opposi- 
tion to one another. Therefore the supposition 
that one thing is the last end of the will does not 
exclude others. 

Obj. 3. Further, by the fact that it places its 
last end in one thing, the will does not lose its 
freedom. But before it placed its last end in that 
thing, for example, pleasure, it could place it in 
something else, for example, riches. Therefore 
even after having placed his last end in pleasure, 
a man can at the same time place his last end in 
riches. Therefore it is possible for one man’s 
will to be directed at the same time to several 
things, as last ends. 

On the contrary, That in which a man rests as 


1 Posterior Analytics, 1, 3 (727); cf. 1, 22 (84*11). 
2City of God, xx, 1 (PL 41, 622); cf. also xx, 4 
(PL 41, 627). 
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in his last end is master of his affections, since 
he takes from this his entire rule of life. Hence 
of gluttons it is written (Phil. 3. 19): Whose 
god ts thetr belly, namely, because they place 
their last end in the pleasures of the belly. Now 
according to Matt. 6. 24, No man can serve 
two masters, such, that is, as are not ordered to 
one another. Therefore it is impossible for one 
man to have several last ends not ordered to one 
another. 

I answer that, It is impossible for one man’s 
will to be directed at the same time to diverse 
things, as to so many last ends. Three reasons 
may be assigned for this. First, because since 
everything desires its own perfection a man de- 
sires for his ultimate end that which he desires 
as his perfect and crowning good. Hence Au- 
gustine says,’ “In speaking of the end of good 
we mean now not that it passes away so as to be 
no more, but that it is perfected so as to be com- 
plete.” It is therefore necessary for the last end 
so to fill man’s appetite that nothing is left be- 
side it for man to desire. And this is not possible 
if something else be required for his perfection. 
Consequently it is not possible for the appetite 
so to tend to two things as though each were its 
perfect good. 

The second reason is because just as in the 
process of reasoning the principle is that which 
is naturally known, so in the process of the ra- 
tional appetite, which is the will, the principle 
must be that which is naturally desired. Now 
this must be one, since nature tends to one thing 
only. But the principle in the process of the ra- 
tional appetite is the last end. Therefore that to 
which the will tends under the aspect of last 
end, must be one. 

The third reason is because since voluntary 
actions receive their species from the end, as 
stated above (A. 3), they must receive their 
genus from the last end, which is common to 
them all, just as natural things are placed in a 
genus according to a common form. Since, then, 
all things that can be desired by the will, belong, 
as such, to one genus, the last end must be one. 
And all the more because in every genus there is 
one first principle, and the last end has the na- 
ture of a first principle, as stated above, 

Now as the last end of man, taken absolutely 
as man, is to the whole human race, so is the last 
end of any individual man to that individual 
man, Therefore, just as of all men there is nat- 
urally one last end, so the will of an individual 
man must be fixed on one last end. 

Reply Obj. 1. All these several things were 
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considered:as one perfect good made up from 
them by those who placed in:them the last end. 

| Reply Obj. 2. Although it is passible to find 
several things which are not in opposition to one 
another, yet it is contrary to the perfect good 
that anything besides be required for that thing’s 
perfection. 

Reply Obj. 3. The power of the will does not 
extend to making opposites to be at the same 
time. Which would be the case were it to tend 
to several diverse objects as last ends, as has 
been shown above (Reply 2). 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Man Wills All That He 
Wills for the Last End? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that man does not will all things 
whatsoever he wills for the last end. 

Objection 1. For things ordered to the last end 
are said to be serious things, as being useful. 
But jests are distinguished from serious things. 
Therefore what man does in jest, he does not 
order to the last end. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says at the 
beginning of his Metaphysics! that the specula- 
tive sciences are sought for their own sake. Now 
it cannot be said that each speculative science Is 
the last end. Therefore man does not desire all 
things whatsoever he desires for the last end. 

Obj. 3. Further, whoever orders something to 
an end, thinks of that end. But man does not 
always think of the last end in al] that he desires 
or does. Therefore man neither desires nor does 
all for the last end. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,’ “That is the 
end of our good, for the sake of which we love 
other things, whereas we love it for its own 
sake,” 

I answer that, Man must, of necessity, desire 
all things whatsoever he desires for the last end. 
This is evident for two reasons. First, because 
whatever man desires he desires it under the as- 
pect of good. And if he does not desire it as his 
perfect good, which is the last end, he must, of 
necessity, desire it as tending to the perfect 
good, because the beginning of anything is al- 
ways ordered to its completion, as is clearly the 
case in effects both of nature and of art. There- 
fore every beginning of perfection 14 ordered to 
complete perfection which is achicved through 
the last end. Secondly, because the last end 
stands in the same relation in moving the appe- 
tite as the first mover in other movements. Now 
it is clear that secondary moving causes do not 
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move except according as .they'are moved by 
the first mover. Therefore secondary objects of 
the appetite do not move the appetite,-except as 
ordered to the first object of the appetite, which 
is the last end. 

Reply Obj. 1. Actions done jestingly are not 
ordered to any extrinsic end but merely to the 
good of the jester, in so far as they afford him 
pleasure or relaxation. But man’s perfect good 
is his last end. 

Reply Obj. 2. The same applies to soatilative 
science, which is desired as the investigator's 
good, included in complete and perfect good, 
which is the ultimate end. 

Reply Obj. 3. One need not always be think- 
ing of the last end whenever one desires or does 
something; but the force of the first intention, 
which is in respect of the last end, persists in 
every desire directed to any object whatever, 
even though one’s thoughts be not actually di- 
rected to the last end. Thus while walking along 
the road one does not need to be thinking of the 
end at every step. 


ArTIcLe 7, Whether All Men Have the Same 
Last End? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that all men have not the same last 
end. 

Objection 1. For before all else the unchange- 
able good seems to be the last end of man. But 
some turn away from the unchangeable good, by 
sinning. Therefore all men have not the same 
last end. 

Obj. 2. Further, man’s entire life is ruled ac- 
cording to his last end. If, therefore, all men had 
the same last end, they would not have various 
pursuits in life. Which is evidently false. 

Obj. 3. Further, the end is the term of action. 
But actions are of individusls. Now although 
men agree in their specific nature, yet they dif- 
fer in things pertaining to individuals. Therefore 
all men have not the same last end. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 3)® that all men agree in desiring the last 
end, which is happiness. 

T answer that, We can speak of the last end 
in two ways: first, considering the notion of last 
end; secondly, considering the thing in which 
the aspect of last end is found. So, then, as to 
the notion of last end, all agree in desiring the 
last end, since all desire the fulfilment of their 
perfection, and it is in this that the last end con- 
sists, as stated above (A. 5). But as to the thing 
in which this notion is realized, all men are not 
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agreed as to their last end, since some: desire 
tiches as their consummate goad; some, pleas- 
ure; others, something else. Thus to every taste 
the sweet is pleasant; but to some, the sweet: 
ness of wine is most pleasant, to others, the 
sweetness of honey, or of something similar. 
Yet that sweet is absolutely the best of all pleas- 
ant things in which he who has the best taste 
takes most pleasure. In like manner that good 
is most complete which the man with well-dis- 
posed affections desires for his last end. 

Reply Obj. 1. Those who sin turn from that 
in which their last end really consists, but they 
do not turn away from the intention of the last 
end, which intention they mistakenly seek in 
other things. 

Reply Obj. 2. Various pursuits in life are 
found among men by reason of the various 
things in which men seek to find their last end. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although actions are of indi- 
viduals, yet their first principle of action is na- 
ture, which tends to one thing, as stated above 


(A. 5). 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Other Creatures Concur 
in That Last End? 

We procecd thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that all other creatures concur in 
man’s last end. 

Objection 1. For the end corresponds to the 
beginning. But man’s beginning—that is, God— 
is also the beginning of all else. Therefore all 
other things concur in man’s last end. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! that God turns all things to Himself as to 
their last end. But He is also man’s last end, be- 
cause He alone is to be enjoyed by man. There- 
fore other things. too, concur in man’s last end. 

Obj. 3. Further, man’s last end is the object 
of the will. But the object of the will is the uni- 
versal good, which is the end of all. Therefore 
all must concur in man’s last end. 

On the contrary, man’s last end is happiness, 
which all men desire. as Augustine says (De 
Trin. xiii, 3, 4).? But “happiness is not possible 
for animals bereft of reason,” as Augustine 
says.* Therefore other things do not concur in 
man’s last end. 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,* the 
end is twofold,—the end for which and the end 
by which; namely, the thing itself in which is 
found the aspect of good, and the use or acqui- 

1Sect. 4 (PG 3, 700). 
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sition of that thing. Thus we say that the end of 
the movement of a weighty body is either a 
lower place as thing, or to be in a lower place, as 
use; and the end of the miser is money as thing, 
or possession of money as use. 

If, therefore, we speak of man’s last end and 
mean the thing which is the end, then all other 
things concur in man’s last end, since God is.the 
last end of man and of all other things. If, how- 
ever, we speak of man’s last end and mean the 
attainment of the end, then irrational creatures 
have no part with man in this end. For man 
and other rational creatures reach their last end 
by knowing and loving God. and this is not pos- 
sible to other creatures, which attain their last 
end in so far as they share in the Divine like- 
ness, according as they are, or live, or even 
know. 

Hence it is evident how the objections are 
solved, since happiness means the attainment of 
the last end. 


QUESTION II 
OF THOSE THINGS IN WHICH MAN’S | 
HAPPINESS CONSISTS 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE have now to consider happiness: and (1) in 
what it consists; (2) what it is (q. 11); (3) how 
we can obtain it (a. v). 

Concerning the first there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether happiness consists in 
wealth? (2) Whether in honour? (3) Whether 
in fame or glory? (4) Whether in power? (5) 
Whether in any good of the body? (6) Whether 
in pleasure? (7) Whether in anv good of the 
soul? (8) Whether in anv created good? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Wealth? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that man’s happiness consists in wealth. 

Objection 1. For since happiness is man’s last 
end, it must consist in that which has the great- 
est hold on man’s affections. Now this is wealth, 
for it is written (Eccles. to. 19): All things 
obey money. Therefore man’s happiness con- 
sists in wealth. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to Boéthius (De 
Consol. iii, 2),5 happiness is “a state of life 
made perfect by the aggregate of all good 
things.” Now money seems to be the means of 
possessing all things, for, as the Philosopher 
says,®> money was invented that it might be a 
sort of guarantee for the acquisition of what- 
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ever man desires. Therefore happiness consists 
in wealth. 

Obj. 3. Further, since the desire for the sov- 
ereign good never fails, it seems to be infinite. 
But this is the case with riches more than any- 
thing else, since a covetous man shall not be 
satisfied with riches (Eccles. 5. 9). Therefore 
happiness consists in wealth. 

On the contrary, Man’s good consists in re- 
taining happiness rather than in giving it up. 
But as Boéthius says (De Consol. ii, 5),! 
“wealth shines in giving rather than in hoarding, 
for the miser is hateful whereas the generous 
man is applauded.” Therefore man’s happiness 
does not consist in wealth. 

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s hap- 
piness to consist in wealth. For wealth is two- 
fold, as the Philosopher says,” natural and arti- 
ficial. Natural wealth is that which serves man 
as a remedy for his natural wants, such as food, 
drink, clothing, conveyances, dwellings, and 
things of this kind, while artificial wealth is 
that which is not a direct help to nature, as 
money, but is invented by the art of man for 
the convenience of exchange and as a measure 
of things saleable. 

Now it is evident that man’s happiness can- 
not consist in natural wealth. For wealth of this 
kind is sought as a support of human nature; 
consequently it cannot be man’s last end, but 
rather is ordered to man as to its end. There- 
fore in the order of nature, all such things are 
below man, and made for him, according to 
Ps. 8. 8: Thou hast subjected all things under 
his feet. 

And as to artificial wealth, it is not sought 
save for the sake of natural wealth, since man 
would not seek it except that by its means he 
procures for himself the necessaries of life. 
Consequently much less does it have the charac- 
ter of tne last end. Therefore it is impossible for 
happiness, which is the last end of man, to 
consist in wealth. 

Reply Obj. 1. All material things obey money 
so far as the multitude of fools is concerned, 
who know no other than material goods, which 
can be obtained for money. But we should take 
our judgment of human goods not from the 
foolish but from the wise, just as it is for a 
person whose sense of taste is in good order to 
judge whether a thing is palatable. 

Reply Obj. 2. All things saleable can be had 
for money, but not spiritual things, which can- 
not be sold. Hence it is written (Prov. 17. 16): 

2 PL, 63, 690. 
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What doth it avail a fool to have riches, seeing he 
cannot buy wisdom? , % 

Reply Obj. 3. The desire for natural riches 
is not infinite, because they suffice for nature 
in a certain measure. But the desire for arti- 
ficial wealth is infinite, for it is the servant 
of disordered concupiscence, which is not 
curbed, as the Philosopher makes clear’ Yet 
this desire for wealth is infinite otherwise than 
the desire for the sovereign good. For the more 
perfectly the sovereign good is possessed, the 
more is it loved and other things despised, be- 
cause the more we possess it, the more we know 
it. Hence it is written (Ecclus. 24. 29): They 
that eat me shall yet hunger. Whereas in the de- 
sire for wealth and for whatsoever temporal 
goods, the contrary is the case, for when we al- 
ready possess them, we despise them and seek 
others, which is the sense of Our Lord’s words 
(John 4.13): Whosoever drinketh of this water, 
by which temporal goods are signified, shall 
thirst again. The reason of this is that we re- 
alize more their insufficiency when we possess 
them: and this very fact shows that they are 
imperfect, and that the sovereign good does not 
consist in them. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Honours? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that man’s happiness consists in honours. 

Objection 1. For “happiness or bliss is the re- 
ward of virtue,” as the Philosopher says.‘ But 
honour more than anything else seems to be 
that by which virtue is rewarded, as the Phi- 
losopher says. Therefore happiness consists es- 
pecially in honours. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which belongs to God and 
to beings of great excellence seems especially 
to be happiness, which is the perfect good. But 
that is honour, as the Philosopher says.* More- 
over, the Apostle says (I Tim. 1.17): To... 
the only God be honour and glory. Therefore 
happiness consists in honour. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which man desires above 
all is happiness. But nothing seems more de- 
sirable to man than honour, since man suffers 
loss in all other things lest he should suffer loss 
of honour. Therefore happiness consists in 
honour. 

On the contrary, Happiness is in the happy. 
But honour “is not in the honoured, but rather 
in him who honours,” and who offers deference 
to the person honoured, as the Philosopher 

5 Tbid. (1258"1). 
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says.! Therefore happiness does not consist in 
honour. : oe 

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness 
to consist in honour. For honour is given to a 
man on account of some excellence in him, and 
consequently it is a sign and testimony of the 
excellence that is in the person honoured. Now 
a man’s excellence is in proportion to his hap- 
piness, which is man’s perfect good; and to its 
parts, that is those goods by which he has a 
certain share of happiness. And therefore hon- 
our can result from happiness, but happiness 
cannot principally consist therein. 

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says,® 
honour is not that reward of virtue, for which 
the virtuous work, but they receive honour 
from men by way of reward, as from those who 
have nothing greater to offer. But virtue’s true 
reward is happiness itself, for which the virtuous 
work, whereas if they worked for honour, it 
would no longer be virtue, but ambition. 

Reply Obj. 2. Honour is due to God and to 
beings of great excellence as a sign or testimony 
of excellence already existing, not that honour 
makes them excellent. 

Reply Obj. 3. That man desires honour above 
all else arises from his natural desire for happi- 
ness, from which honour results, as stated 
above. And so man secks to be honoured espe- 
cially by the wise, on whose judgment he be- 
lieves himself to be excellent or happy. 


ArTICLE 3. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Fame or Glory? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that man’s happiness consists in glory. 

Objection 1. For happiness seems to consist 
in that which is paid to the saints for the trials 
they have undergone in the world. But this is 
glory, for the Apostle says (Rom. 8. 18) The 
sufferings of this time are not worthy to be com- 
pored with the glory to come, that shall be re- 
vealed in us. Therefore happiness consists in 
glory. 

Obj. 2. Further, good pours itself out, as 
stated hy Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv).' But man’s 
good is spread abroad in the knowledge of 
others by glory more than by anything else, 
since, according to Ambrose (Augustine,—Con- 
tra Maxim. Arian. ii),4 glory consists “in being 
well known and praised.” Therefore man’s hap- 
piness consists in glory. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness is the most endur- 
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ing good. Now this seems to be fame or glory, 
because by this men attain to eternity after a 
fashion. Hence Boéthius says (De Consal. 
ii, 7):5 “You seem to beget unto yourselves 
eternity, when you think of your fame in future 
time.” Therefore man’s happiness consists in 
fame or glory. 

On the contrary, Happiness is man’s true 
good. But it happens that fame or glory is false, 
for as Boéthius says (De Consol. iii, 6),° “Many 
owe their renown to the lying reports spread 
among the people. Can anything be more shame- 
ful? For those who receive false fame must 
blush at their own praise.” Therefore man’s 
happiness does not consist in fame or glory. 

I answer that, Man’s happiness cannot con- 
sist in human fame or glory. For glory consists 
‘in being well known and praised,” as Ambrose 
(Augustine, loc. cit.) says. Now the thing 
known is related to human knowledge otherwise 
than to God’s knowledge, for human knowledge 
is caused by the things known, whereas God’s 
knowledge is the cause of the things known, 
Therefore the perfection of human good, which 
is called happiness, cannot be caused by human 
knowledge, but rather human knowledge of an- 
other’s happiness proceeds from, and. in a fash- 
ion, is caused by, human happiness itself, 
whether incomplete or perfect. Consequently 
man’s happiness cannot consist in fame or glory. 
On the other hand, man’s good depends on God’s 
knowledge as its cause. And therefore man’s 
happiness depends, as on its cause, on the glory 
which man has with God; according to Ps. go. 
15,16: / will deliver him, and I will glorify him; 
I will fill him with length of days, and I will 
show him my salvation. 

Furthermore, we must observe that human 
knowledge often fails, especially in contingent 
singulars, such as are human acts. For this rea- 
son human glory is frequently deceptive: But 
since God cannot be deceived, His glory is al- 
ways true; hence it is written (II Cor. ro. 18): 
He...is approved .. . whom God commendeth. 

Reply Obj. 1. The Apostle speaks, then, not 
of the glory which is with men, but of the glory 
which is from God, with His angels. Hence it is 
written (Mark 8. 38): The Son of Man shall 
confess him in the glory of His Father, before 
His angels." 

Reply Obj. 2. A man’s good which, through 
fame or glory, is in the knowledge of many, if 
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this knowledge be true, must be derived from 
good existing in the mam himself, and hence it 
presupposes perfect or incomplete happiness. 
But if the knowledge be false, it does not har- 
monize with the thing, and thus good does not 
exist in him who is looked upon as famous. 
Hence it follows that fame can in no way make 
man happy. 

Reply Obj. 3. Fame has no stability; in fact, 
it is easily ruined by false report. And if some- 
times it endures, this is. by accident. But hap- 
piness endures of itself, and for ever. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Power? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that happiness consists In power. 

Objection 1. For all things desire to become 
like God, as to their last end and first beginning. 
But men who are in power seem, on account of 
the similarity of power, to be most like God; 
hence also in Scripture they are called gods 
(Exod. 12. 8),—Thou shalt not speck ill of the 
gods. Therefore happiness consists in power. 

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is the perfect good. 
But the highest perfection for man is to be able 
to rule others, which belongs to those who are 
in power. Therefore happiness consists in power. 

Obj. 3. Further, since happiness is supremely 
desirable, it is contrary to that which is before 
all to be shunned. But, more than anything else, 
men shun servitude, which is contrary to power. 
Therefore happiness consists in power. 

On the contrary, Happiness is the perfect 
good, But power is most imperfect. For as 
Boéthius says (De Consol. iii, 4),' “the power 
of man cannot relieve the gnawings of care, nor 
can it avoid the thorny path of anxiety’; and 
further on: “Think you a man is powerful who 
ig surrounded by attendants, whom he inspires 
with fear indeed, but whom he fears still more?” 
Therefore happiness does not consist in power. 

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness 
to consist in power, and this for two reasons. 
First because power has the nature of a prin- 
ciple, as is stated in the Metaphysics,’ whereas 


happiness has the nature of last end. Secondly, 


because power has relation to good and evil, 
whereas happiness is man’s proper and perfect 
good. Therefore some happiness might consist 
rather in the good use of power, which is through 
virtue, rather than in power itself. 

Now four general reasons may be given to 
prove that happiness consists in none of the 
foregoing external goods. First, because, since 
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happiness is.man’s supreme good, it is incom- 
patible with any evil. Now all the foregoing can 
be found both in good and in evil men. Sec- 
ondly, because since it is the nature of happi- 
ness “to be self-sufficient,” as stated in the 
Ethics,» having gained happiness man cannot 
lack any needed good. But after acquiring any 
one of the foregoing, man may still lack many 
goods that are necessary to him; for instance, 
wisdom, bodily health, and the like. Thirdly, 
because, since happiness is the perfect good, no 
evil can accrue to anyone from it. This cannot 
be said of the foregoing, for it is written (Eccles. 
5. 12) that riches are sometimes kept to the hurt 
of the owner; and the same may be said of the 
other three. Fourthly, because man is ordered 
to happiness through principles that are within 
him, since he is naturally ordered to happiness. 
Now the four goods mentioned above are due 
rather to external causes, and in most cases to 
fortune, for which reason they are called goods 
of fortune. Therefore it is evident that happiness 
in no way consists in the foregoing. 

Reply Obj. 1. God’s power is His goodness; 
hence He cannot use His power otherwise than 
well. But it is not so with men. Consequently 
it is not enough for man’s happiness that he be- 
come like God in power, unless he become like 
Him in goodness also. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as it is a very good thing 
for a man to make good use of power in ruling 
many, so is it a very bad thing if he makes a bad 
use of it. And so it is that power is towards good 
and evil. 

Reply Obj. 3. Servitude is a hindrance to the 
good use of power; therefore is it that men 
naturally shun it, not because man’s supreme 
good consists in power. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Any Bodily Good? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that man’s happiness consists in 
bodily goods. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Ecclus. 30. 
16): There are no riches above the riches of the 
health of the body. But happiness consists in 
that which is best. Therefore it consists in the 
health of the body. 

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. None. 
v),* that to be is better than to live, and to 
live is better than all that follows. But for man’s 
being and living, the health of the body is neces- 
sary. Since, therefore, happiness is man’s su- 
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preme good, it seems that-health of the body be- 
longs more than anything else to happiness. 

0). 3. Further, the more universal a thing is, 
the higher the principle from which it depends, 
because the higher a cause is, the greater the 
scope of its power. Now just as the causality of 
the efficient cause consists in its flowing into 
something, so the causality of the end consists 
in its drawing the appetite. Therefore, just as 
the First Efficient Cause is that which flows into 
all things, so the last end is that which attracts 
the desire of all. But being itself is that which is 
most desired by all. Therefore man’s happiness 
consists most of all in things pertaining to his 
being, such as the health of the body. 

On the contrary, Man surpasses all other ani- 
mals in regard to happiness. But in bodily goods 
he is surpassed by many animals; for instance, 
by the elephant in longevity, by the lion in 
strength, by the stag in fleetness. Therefore 
man’s happiness does not consist in goods of the 
body. 

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s hap- 
piness to consist in the goods of the body, and 
this for two reasons. First, because if a thing be 
ordered to another as to its end, the last end of 
that thing cannot consist in the preservation of 
its own being. Hence a captain does not intend, 
as a last end, the preservation of the ship en- 
trusted to him, since a ship is ordered to some- 
thing else as an end, namely, to navigation. Now 
just as the ship is entrusted to the captain that 
he may stecr its course, so man is given over to 
his will and reason, according to Ecclus. 15. 14: 
God made man from the beginning and left him 
in the hand of his own counsel. Now it is evi- 
dent that man is ordered to something as his 
end, since man is not the supreme good. There- 
fore the last end of man’s reason and will can- 
not be the preservation of man’s being. 

Secondly, because, granted that the end of 
man’s will and reason be the preservation of 
man’s being, it could not be said that the end 
of man is some good of the body. For man’s 
being consists in soul and body; and though the 
being of the body depends on the soul, yet the 
being of the human soul depends not on the 
body, as shown above (Part I. 9. txxv, A. 2); 
and the very body is for the sake of the soul, as 
matter for its form, and the instruments for the 
man that puts them into motion, that by their 
means he may do his work. And so all goods of 
the body are ordered to the goods of the soul, 
as to their end. Consequently happiness, which 
is man’s last end, cannot consist in goods of the 


body. 


. Reply Obj.,1. Just as the body is ordered t 
the soul, as its end, so are external goods or- 
dained to the body itself. And therefore it is 
with reason that the good of the body is pre- 
ferred to external goods, which are signified by 
riches, just as the good of the soul is preferred 
to all bodily goods. 

Reply Obj. 2. Being taken absolutely, as in- 
cluding all perfection of being, surpasses life 
and all the perfections consequent upon it; for 
thus being itself includes all these. And in this 
sense Dionysius speaks. But if we consider be- 
ing itself as participated in this or that thing, 
which does not possess the whole perfection of 
being but has imperfect being, such as the being 
of any creature, then it is evident that being 
itself together with an additional perfection is 
more excellent. Hence in the same passage 
Dionysius says that things that live are better 
than things that exist, and intelligent better 
than living things. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since the end corresponds to 
the beginning, this argument proves that the 
last end is the first beginning of being, in Whom 
every perfection of being is, Whose likeness, 
according to their perfection, some desire as to 
being only, some as to living being, some as to 
being which is living, intelligent and happy. And 
this belongs to few. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Man’s Happiness 
Consists in Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: Itseems 
that man’s happiness consists in pleasure. 

Objection 1. For since happiness is the last 
end, it is not desired for something else, but 
other things for it. But this answers to pleasure 
more than to anything else,“for it is absurd to 
ask anyone what is his motive in wishing to be 
pleased.’ Therefore happiness consists princi. 
pally in pleasure and delight. 

Obj. 2. Further, “the first cause goes more 
deeply into the effect than the second cause” 
(De Causis, i).2 Now the influence of the end 
consists in its attracting the appetite. Therefore 
it seems that that which moves most the appe- 
tite answers to the notion of the last end. Now 
this is pleasure, and a sign of this is that delight 
so far absorbs man’s will and reason that it caus- 
es him to despise other goods. Therefore it 
seems that man’s last end, which is happiness, 
consists principally in pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, since desire is for good, it 
seems that what all desire is best. But all desire 
delight, both wise and foolish, and even irra- 
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tional creatures. Therefore delight is the best of 
all. Therefore happiness, which is the supreme 
good, consists in pleasure, 

' On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
iti, 7):! “Any one that chooses to look back on 
his past excesses, will perceive that pleasures 
have a sad ending; and if they can render a man 
happy, there is no reason why we should not say 
that the very beasts are happy too.” 

I answer that, “Because bodily delights are 
more generally known, the name of pleasure has 
been appropriated to them,’” although other de- 
lights excel them; and yet happiness does not 
consist in them. Because in every thing, that 
which pertains to its essence is distinct from its 
proper accident; thus in man it is one thing 
that he is a mortal rational animal, and another 
that he is an animal capable of laughter. We 
must therefore consider that every delight is 
a kind of proper accident resulting from happi- 
ness or from some part of happiness, since the 
reason that a man is delighted is that he has 
some fitting good, either in reality, or in hope, 
or at least in memory. Now a fitting good, if in- 
deed it be the perfect good, is precisely man’s 
happiness; and if it is imperfect, it is a share of 
happiness, either proximate, or remote, or at 
least apparent. Therefore it is evident that 
neither is delight, which results from the per- 
fect good, the very essence of happiness, but 
something resulting from it as its proper acci- 
dent. 

But bodily pleasure cannot result from the 
perfect good even in that way. For it results 
from a good apprehended by sense, which is a 
power of the soul, which power makes use of 
the body. Now good pertaining to the body and 
apprehended by sense cannot be man’s perfect 
good. For since the rational soul excels the pro- 
portion of corporeal matter, that part of the 
soul which is independent of a corporeal organ 
has a certain infinity in regard to the body and 
those parts of the soul which are tied down to 
the body, just as immaterial things are in a way 
infinite as compared to material things, since a 
form is, after a fashion, contracted and bounded 
by matter, so that a form which is independent 
of matters is, in a way, infinite. Therefore sense, 
which is a power of the body, knows the singu- 
lar, which is determinate through matter, where- 
as the intellect, which is a power independent of 
matter, knows the universal, which is abstracted 
from matter, and contains under it an infinite 
number of singulars. Consequently it is evident 
that good which is fitting to the body, and which 
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causes bodily delight through being apprehend. 
ed by sense, is not man’s perfect good, but is 
very small as compared with the good of the 
soul. Hence it is written (Wisd. 7. 9) that all 
gold in comparison of her, ts as a little sand. 
And therefore bodily pleasure is neither happi- 
ness itself nor a proper accident of happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1, It comes to the same whether 
we desire good, or desire delight, which is noth- 
ing else than the appetite’s rest in good; thus it 
is owing to the same natural force that a 
weighty body is borne downwards and that it 
rests there. Consequently just as good is desired 
for itself, so delight is desired for itself and not 
for anything else, if the preposition “for” denote 
the final cause. But if it denote the formal or 
rather the moving cause, then delight is desir- 
able for something else, that is, for the good, 
which is the object of that delight, and conse- 
quently is its principle, and gives it its form; 
for the reason that delight is desired is that it is 
rest in the thing desired. 

Reply Obj. 2. The vehemence of desire for 
sensible delight arises from the fact that opera- 
tions of the senses, through being the principles 
of our knowledge, are more perceptible. And so 
it is that sensible pleasures are desired by the 
majority. 

Reply Obj. 3. All desire delight in the same 
way as they desire good, and yet they desire de- 
light by reason of the good and not conversely, 
as stated above (reply 1). Consequently it does 
not follow that delight is the supreme and per 
se good, but that every delight results from 
some good, and that some delight results from 
that which is the per se and supreme good. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Some Good of the Soul 
Constitutes Man's Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that some good o1 the soul constitutes 
man’s happiness. 

Objection 1. For happiness is man’s good. 
Now this is threefold, external goods, goods of 
the pody, and goods of the soul. But happiness 
does not consist in external goods, nor in goods 

“.of the body, as shown above (AA. 4, 5). There- 
fore it consists in goods of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, we love that for which we 
desire good more than the good that we desire 
for it; thus we love a friend for whom we desire 
money more than we love money. But whatever 
good a man desires, he desires it for himself. 
Therefore he loves himself more than all other 
goods. Now happiness is what is loved above all, 
which is evident from the fact that for its sake 
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all else is loved and desired. Therefore happi- 
ness consists in some good of man himself; not, 
however, in goods of the body. Therefore it con- 
sists in goods of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, perfection is something be- 
longing to that which is perfected. But happi- 
ness is a perfection of man. Therefore happiness 
is something belonging to man. But it is not 
something belonging to the body. as shown 
above (A. 5). Therefore it is something belong- 
ing to the soul; and thus it consists in goods of 
the soul. 

On the contrary. As Augustine says,! “that 
which constitutes the life of happiness is to be 
loved for its own sake.”” But man is not to be 
loved for his own sake, but whatever is in man 
is to be loved for God’s sake. Therefore happi- 
ness consists in no good of the soul. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. 1, A. 8), 
the end is twofold: namely, the thing itself, 
which we desire to attain, and the use, namely, 
the attainment or possession of that thing. If, 
then, we speak of man’s last end as to the thing 
itself which we desire as last end, it is impos- 
sible for man’s last end to be the soul itself or 
something belonging to it. Because the soul, 
considered in itself, is as something existing in 
potency; for it becomes knowing actually, from 
being potentially knowing and actually virtuous, 
from being potentially virtuous. Now since po- 
tency is for the sake of act as for its fulfilment, 
that which in itself is in potency cannot have 
the character of last end. Therefore the soul it- 
self cannot be its own last end. 

In like manner neither can anything belonging 
to it, whether power, habit, or act. For that 
good which is the last end is the perfect good 
fulfilling the desire Now man’s appetite, other- 
wise the will, is for the universal good. And any 
good inherent to the soul is a participated good, 
and consequently a particularized good. There- 
fore none of them can be man’s last end. 

But if we speak of man’s last end, with re- 
spect to its attainment or possession, or as to 
any use whatever of the thing itself desired as 
an end, in this way something of man, in respect 
of his soul, belongs to his last end, since man 
attains happiness through his soul. Therefore 
the thing itself which is desired as end is that 
which constitutes happiness, and makes man 
happy; but the attainment of this thing is 
called happiness. Consequently we must say 
that happiness is something belonging to the 
soul, but that which constitutes happiness is 
something outside the soul. 

1 Christian Doctrine, 1, 22 (PL 34, 26). 
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Reply Obj. 1. According as this division in- 
cludes all goods that man can desire, the good 
of the soul is not only power, habit, or act, but 
also the object of these, which is something out- 
side. And in this way nothing hinders us from 
saying that what constitutes happiness is a good 
of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. As far as the proposed objection 
is concerned, happiness is Joved above all, as the 
good desired, whereas a friend is loved as that 
to which good is desired; and thus, too, man 
loves himself. Consequently it is not the same 
kind of love in both cases. As to whether man 
loves anything to a greater degree than himself 
with the love of friendship, there will be occa- 
sion to inquire when we treat of Charity. 

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness itself, since it is a 
perfection of the soul, is a good inhering in the 
soul; but that which constitutes happiness, 
namely what makes man happy, 1s something 
outside his soul, as stated above. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Any Created Good 
Constitutes Man’s Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that some created good constitutes man’s 
happiness. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
vii)? that “Divine wisdom unites the ends of first 
things to the beginnings of second things,” from 
which we may gather that the summit of a lower 
nature touches the base of the higher nature. 
But man’s highest good is happiness. Since then 
the angel is above man in the order of nature, as 
stated in the First Part (Q. CxI, A. 1; Q. CVITI, AA. 
2,8: Q. CXI, A. 1), it seems that man’s happiness 
consists in man somehow reaching to the angel. 

Obj. 2. Further, the last end of each thing is 
that which, in relation to it, is perfect; hence 
the part is for the whole, as for its end. But the 
universe of creatures which is called the macro- 
cosm, is compared to man who is called the 
microcosm,® as perfect to imperfect. Therefore 
man’s happiness consists in the whole universe 
of creatures. 

Obj. 3. Further, man is made happy by that in 
which his natural desire takes its rest. But man’s 
desire does not reach out to a good surpassing 
his capacity. Since then man’s capacity does not 
include that good which surpasses the limits of 
all creation, it seems that man can be made 
happy by some created good. Consequently 
some created good constitutes man’s happiness. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,‘ “As the soul 

2 Sect. 3 (PG 3, 872). 3 Physics, vil, 2 (25224). 

4 City of God, xtx, 26 (PL 41, 656). 
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is the life of the body, 30 God is man’s life of 
happiness; of Whom it is written”: Happy ts 
that people whose God is the Lord (Ps. 143 
15). 

L.answer that, It is impossible for any created 
good to constitute man’s happiness. For happi- 
ness is the perfect good, which, quiets the ap- 
petite altogether since it would not be the last 
end if something yet remained to be desired. 
Now the object of the will, that is, of man’s ap- 
petite, is the universal good, just as the object 
of the intellect is the universal true. Hence it 
is evident that nothing can quiet man’s will ex- 
cept the universal good. This is to be found not 
in any creature, but in God alone, because every 
creature has goodness by participation. There- 
fore God alone can satisfy the will of man, ac- 
cording to the words of Ps. 102. 5: Who satis- 
fieth thy desire with good things. Therefore God 
alone constitutes man’s happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1. The summit of man does indeed 
touch the base of the angelic nature, by a kind 
of likeness; but man does not rest there as in 
his last end, but reaches out to the universal 
fount itself of good, which is the common ob- 
ject of happiness of all the blessed, as being the 
infinite and perfect good. 

Reply Obj. 2. If a whole be not the last end. 
but ordered to a further end, then the last end 
of its part is not the whole itself, but something 
else. Now the universe of creatures. to which 
man is related as part to whole, is not the last 
end, but is ordered to God, as to its last end. 
Therefore the last end of man is not the good of 
the universe, but God Himself. 

Reply Obj. 3. Created good is not less than 
that good of which man is capable, as of some- 
thing intrinsic and inherent to him, but it is less 
than the good of which he is capable as of an 
object, and which is infinite. And the partici- 
pated good which is in an angel, and in the 
whole universe, is a finite and restricted good. 


QUESTION III 
WHAT IS HAPPINESS 
(In Eight Articles) 


We have now to consider (1) what happiness 
is, and (2) what things are required for it (Q. 
IV), 

Concerning the first there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether happiness is something 
uncreated? (2) If it be something created, 
whether it is an operation? (3) Whether it is an 
operation of the sensitive, or only of the intel- 
lectual part? (4) If it be an operation of the 


SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


intellectual part, whether it is an operation of 
the intellect, or of the will? (5) If it be an op- 
eration of the intellect, whether it is an opera- 
tion of the speculative or of the practical intel- 
lect? (6) If it be an operation of the specula- 
tive intellect, whether it consist in the consid- 
erations of speculative sciences? (7) Whether 
it consists in the consideration of separate sub- 
stances, namely, angels? (8) Whether it con- 
sists in the sole contemplation of God seen in 
His Essence? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Happiness Is Something 
Uncreated? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that happiness is something uncreated, 

Objection 1. For Boéthius says (De Consol}. 
iii, 10):' ““We must confess that God is happi- 
ness itself.” 

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is the supreme 
good. But it pertains to God to be the supreme 
good. Since, then, there are not several supreme 
goods, it seems that happiness is the same as 
God. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness is the last end, to 
which man’s will tends naturally. But man’s 
will should tend to nothing else as an end, but 
to God, Who alone is to be enjoyed, as Augus- 
tine says.? Therefore happiness is the same as 
God. 

On. the contrary, Nothing made is uncreated, 
But man’s happiness is something made, because 
according to Augustine,’ “Those things are to 
be enjoyed, which make us happy.” Therefore 
happiness is not something uncreated. 

I answer that, As stated above (q. I, A. 8: Q. 
if, A. 7), our end is twofold. First, there is the 
thing itself which we desire to attain; thus for 
the miser, the end is money. Secondly there is 
the attainment or possession, the use or enjoy- 
ment of the thing desired; thus we may say that 
the end of the miser is the possession of money, 
and the end of the intemperate man is to enjoy 
something pleasurable. In the first sense, then, 
man’s last end is the uncreated good, namely 


,God, Who alone, of His infinite goodness can 


perfectly satisfy man’s will. But in the second 
way, man’s last end is something created, exist- 
ing in him, and this is nothing else than the at- 
tainment or enjoyment of the last end. Now the 
last end is called happiness. If. therefore, we 
consider man’s happiness in its cause or object, 
then it is something uncreated; but if we con- 


1PL 63, 766. 
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sider it as to the very essence of nereess, then 
it is something created. 

Reply Obj. 1. God is happiness by His Es- 
sence, for He is happy not-by acquisition or par- 
ticipation of anything else, but by His Essence. 
On the other hand, men are happy, as Boethius 
says (loc. cit.) by participation, just as they are 
called gods, by participation. And this partici- 
pation of happiness, in respect of which man is 
said to be happy, is something created. 

Reply O67. 2. Happiness is called man’s su- 
preme good because it is the attainment or en- 
joyment of the supreme good. 

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness is said to be the last 
end in the same way as the attainment of the 
end is called the end. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Happiness Is an 
Operation? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that happiness is not an operation. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Rom. 6. 
22): You have your fruit unto sanctification, 
and the end, life everlasting. But life is not an 
operation, but the very being of living things. 
Therefore the last end, which is happiness, 1s 
not an operation. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. 
iii, 2)' that happiness is “‘a state made perfect 
by the aggregate of all good things.” But state 
does not indicate operation. Therefore happi- 
ness is not an operation. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness signifies something 
existing in the happy one, since it is man’s final 
perfection. But the meaning of operation does 
not imply anything existing in the operator, but 
rather something proceeding from it. Therefore 
happiness is not an operation. 

Obj. 4. Further, happiness remains in the 
happy one. Now operation does not remain, but 
passes. Therefore happiness is not an operation. 

Obj. 5. Further, to one man there is one hap- 
piness, But operations are many. Therefore hap- 
piness is not an operation. 

Obj, 6. Further. happiness is in the happy one 
uninterruptedly. But human operation is often 
interrupted; for instance, by sleep, or some 
other occupation, or by cessation. Therefore 
happiness is not an operation. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“happiness is an operation according to perfect 
virtue,” 

Z answer that, In so far as man’s happiness 
is something created, existing in him, we must 

1PL 63, 724. 
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say that it is an operation. For happiness: is 
man’s supreme perfection. Now each thing is 
perfect in so far as is actual, for potency with- 
out act is imperfect. Consequently happiness 
must consist in man’s last act. But it is evident 
that operation is the last act of the operator, 
and so the Philosopher calls it second act,’ be- 
cause that which has a form can be potentially 
operating, just as he who knows is potentially 
considering. And hence it is that in other things, 
too, “each thing is said to be for its operation.’ 
Therefore man’s happiness must of necessity 
consist in an operation. 

Reply Obj. 1. Life is taken in two senses. 
First for the very being of the living. And thus 
happiness is not life, since it has been shown (0. 
11, A. 5) that the being of a man, no matter in 
what it may consist, is not that man’s happi- 
ness; for of God alone is it true that His Being 
is His happiness. Secondly, life means the oper- 
ation of the living, by which operation the prin- 
ciple of life is made actual; thus we speak of 
active and contemplative life, or of a life of 
pleasure. And in this sense eternal life is said to 
be the last end, as is clear from John 17. 3: Thés 
is life everlasting, that they may know Thee, 
the only true God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Boéthius, in defining happiness, 
considered happiness in general, for considered 
thus it is the perfect common good; and he sig- 
nified this by saying that happiness is ‘a state 
made perfect by the aggregate of all good 
things,” thus implying nothing other than that 
the happy man js ina state of perfect good. But 
Aristotle expressed the very essence of happi- 
ness, showing by what man is established in this 
state, and that it is by some kind of operation.® 
And so it Is that he also proves happiness to be 
“the perfect good.’ 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in the M scaphaeiest 
action is twofold. One proceeds from the agent 
into outward matter, such as to burn and to cut. 
And such an operation cannot be happiness. for 
such an operation is an action and a perfection 
not of the agent but rather of the patient, as is 
stated in the same passage. The other is an ac- 
tion (hat remains in the agent. such as to feel, to 
understand, and to will, and such an action Is a 
perfection and an act of the agent. And such an 
operation can be happiness. 

Reply Obj. 4. Since happiness signifies some 
final perfection, according as various things 

3 Soul, 11, 1 (412523). 

4 Heavens, 11, 3 (2868). 

5 Eikics, 1, 7, 13 (1098"16; 1102%5). 

8 Thid., 1, 7 (1007%29). 

7 Aristotle, rx, 8 (1050°30). 
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capable of happiness can attain to various de- 
grees of perfection, so must there be various 
meanings applied to happiness. For in God there 
is happiness essentially, since His very Being is 
His operation, whereby He enjoys no other than 
Himself. In the happy angels, the final perfec- 
tion is in respect of some operation, by which 
they are united to the Uncreated Good, and this 
operation of theirs is one only and everlasting. 
But in men, according to their present state of 
life, the final perfection is in respect of an oper- 
ation whereby man is united to God; but this 
operation neither can be continual, nor, conse- 
quently, is it one only, because operation is mul- 
tiplied by being interrupted. And for this rea- 
son in the present state of life, perfect happi- 
ness cannot be attained by man. Hence the 
Philosopher, in placing man’s happiness in this 
life,! says that it is imperfect, and after a long 
discussion, concludes: “We call men happy, 
but only as men.” But God has promised us per- 
fect happiness, when we shall be as the angels 
... im heaven (Matt. 22. 30). 

Consequently in regard to this perfect happi- 
ness, the objection fails, because in that state of 
happiness, man’s mind will be united to God by 
one, continual, everlasting operation. But in the 
present life, in as far as we fall short of the unity 
and continuity of that operation, we fall short 
of perfect happiness. Nevertheless it is a parti- 
cipation of happiness, and so much the greater 
as the operation can be more continuous and 
more one. Consequently the active life, which is 
busy with many things, has less of the character 
of happiness than the contemplative life, which 
is busied with one thing, that is, the contempla- 
tion of truth. And if at any time man is not ac- 
tually engaged in this operation, yet since he can 
always easily turn to it, and since he orders the 
very cessation, for example, sleep or other natu- 
ral occupations to the aforesaid operation, the 
latter seems, as it were, continuous. 

From these remarks the replies to objections 
5 and 6 are evident. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Happiness Is an Operation 
of the Sensitive Part, or of the Intellectual 
Part Only? 

We proceed thus to the Tkird Article: It 
seems that happiness consists in an operation of 
the senses only. 

Objection 1. For there is no more excellent 
operation in man than that of the senses, except 
the intellectual operation. But in us the intellec- 
tual operation depends on the sensitive, since 

1 Ethics, 1, 10 (1101%20). 
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“we cannot understand without a phantasm.’” 
Therefore happiness consists in an operation of 
the senses also. , 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
lii, 2)? that happiness is ‘‘a state made perfect 
by the aggregate of all good things.” But some 
goods are sensible, which we attain by the op- 
eration of the senses. Therefore it seems that 
the operation of the senses is needed for happi- 
ness. 

Obj. 3. Further, “happiness is the perfect 
good,” as we find proved in the Ethics,‘ which 
would not be true, were not man perfected 
thereby in all his parts. But some parts of the 
soul are perfected by sensitive operations. 
Therefore sensitive operation is required for 
happiness. 

On the contrary, Irrational animals have the 
sensitive operation in common with us, but they 
have not happiness in common with us. There- 
fore happiness does not consist in a sensitive 
operation. 

I answer that, A thing may pertain to happi- 
ness in three ways: (1) essentially, (2) ante- 
cedently, (3) consequently. Now the operation 
of sense cannot pertain to happiness essentially. 
For man’s happiness consists essentially in his 
being united to the Uncreated Good, Which is 
his last end, as shown above (a, 1), to Which 
man cannot be united by an operation of his 
senses. Again, in like manner, because. as shown 
above (Q. II, A. 5), man’s happiness does not 
consist in goods of the body, which goods alone, 
however, we attain through the operation of the 
senses. 

Nevertheless the operations of the senses can 
pertain to happiness, both antecedently and con- 
sequently: antecedently, in respect of imper- 
fect happiness, such as can be had in this life, 
since the operation of the intellect demands a 
previous operation of the sense; consequently, 
in that perfect happiness which we await in 
heaven, because at the resurrection, from the 
very happiness of the soul, as Augustine says 
(Ep. ad Dioscor.)' the body and the bodily 
senses will receive a certain overflow, so as to 
be perfected in their operations, a point which 
will be explained further on when we treat of the 
resurrection (Part III, Suppl. 9. txxxir). But 
then the operation by which man’s mind is 
united to God will not depend on the senses. 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection proves that the 


operation of the senses is required antecedently 
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for imperfect happiness, such:as,can be had in 
this life. 

Reply Obj, 2. Perfect happiness, such as the 
angels have, includes the aggregate of all good 
things, by being united to the universal source 
of all good—not that it requires each indi- 
vidual good. But in this imperfect happiness, we 
need the aggregate of those goods that suffice 
for the most perfect operation of this life. 

Reply Obj. 3. In perfect happiness the entire 
man is perfected, but in the lower part of his 
nature, by an overflow from the higher. How- 
ever in the imperfect happiness of this life, it is 
otherwise; we advance from the perfection of 
the lower part to the perfection of the higher 
part. 


ArticLe 4. Whether, if Happiness Is in the 
Intellectual Part, It Is an Operation of 

the Intellect or of the Will? 

’ We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that happiness consists in an act of 
the will. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says' that man’s 
happiness consists m peace; therefore it is writ- 
ten (Ps. 147. 3): Who hath placed peace in thy 
end (Douay,— borders). But peace pertains to 
the will. Therefore man’s happiness is in the 
will. 

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is the supreme 
good. But good is the object of the will. There- 
fore happiness consists in an operation of the 
will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the last end corresponds to 
the first mover; thus the last end of the whole 
army is victory. which is the end of the leader, 
who moves all the men. But the first mover in 
regard to operations is the will, because it moves 
the other powers, as we shall state further on 
(Q. IX, AA. I, 3). Therefore happiness pertains 
to the will. 

Obj. 4. Further, if happiness be an operation, 
it must be man’s most excellent operation. But 
the love of God, which is an act of the will, is a 
more excellent operation than knowledge, which 
is an operation of the intellect, as the Apostle 
declares (I Cor. 13.). Therefore it seems that 
happiness consists in an act of the will. 

Obj. 5. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 5)? that “happy is he who has whatever he 
desires, and desires nothing amiss.” And a little 
further on he adds:3 ‘He is almost happy who 
desires well, whatever he desires, for good 
things make a man happy, and such a man al- 


1 Citv of God, xrx, 10, 11 (PL 41, 636, 637). 
2PL 42, 1020. 3 Chap. 6 (PL 42, 1020). 


Gas 


ready possesses some good—namely, a good 
wil,” Therefore happiness consists in an act of 
the will. 

On the contrary, Our Lord said (John 17. 3): 
This is eternal life: that they may know Thee, 
the only true God. Now eternal life is the last 
end, as stated above (A. 2, Reply 1). Therefore 
man’s happiness consists in the knowledge of 
God, which is an act of the intellect. 

I answer that, As stated above (0. it, A. 6) 
two things are needed for happiness: the one, 
which is the essence of happiness: the other, 
which is, as it were, its proper accident, that is, 
the delight joined to it. I say, then, that as to 
the very essence of happiness, it is impossible 
for it to consist in an act of the will. For it is 
evident from what has been said (AA. 1, 2; Q. Il, 
A.7) that happiness is the attainment of the last 
end. But the attainment of the end does not 
consist in the act of the will itself. For the will 
Is directed to the end, both absent, when it de- 
Sires it, and present, when it is delighted by 
resting in it. Now it is evident that the desire 1t- 
self of the end is not the attainment of the end, 
but is a movement towards the end, while de- 
light comes to the will from the end being pres- 
ent; and a thing, conversely, is not made pres- 
ent by the fact that the will delights in it. 
Therefore, that the end be present to him who 
desires it must be due to something else than an 
act of the will. 

This is evidently the case in regard to sensi- 
ble ends. For if the acquisition of money were 
through an act of the will, the covetous man 
would have it from the very moment that he 
wished for it. But at that moment it is far from 
him; and he attains it by grasping it in his hand, 
or in some like manner, and then he delights in 
the money acquired. And so it is with an intelli- 
gible end. For at first we desire to attain an in- 
telligible end; we attain it, through its being 
made present to us by an act of the intellect; 
and then the delighted will rests in the end 
when it is attained. 

So, therefore, the essence of happiness con- 
sists in an act of the intellect, but the delight 
that results from happiness pertains to the will. 
In this sense Augustine says‘ that “happiness 1s 
joy in truth,” because, namely, joy itself is the 
consummation of happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1. Peace pertains to man’s last 
end, not as though it were the very essence of 
happiness, but because it is antecedent and con- 
sequent to it: antecedent, in so far as all those 
things are removed which disturb and hinder 

4 Confessions, x, 33 (PL 32, 793). 
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man in attaining the last end: consequent, sitice, 
when man has attained his last end, he remains 
at peace, his desire being at rest. 

Reply Obj. 2. The will’s first object is not its 
act, just as the first object of the sight is not 
vision, but a visible thing. Therefore, from the 
very fact that happiness pertains to the will, as 
the will’s first object, it follows that it does not 
pertain to it as its act. 

Reply Obj. 3. The intellect apprehends the 
end before the will does, yet motion towards 
the end begins in the will. And therefore to the 
will belongs that which last of all follows the 
attainment of the end, namely, delight or en- 
joyment. 

Reply Obj. 4. Love ranks above knowledge in 
moving, but knowledge precedes love in attain- 
ing, for “naught is loved save what is known,” 
as Augustine says (De Trin. x).' Consequently 
we first attain an intelligible end by an act of the 
intellect, just as we first attain a sensible end 
by an act of sense. 

Reply Obj. 5. He who has whatever he de- 
sires, is happy because he has what he desires, 
and this indeed is by something other than the 
act of his will. But to desire nothing amiss is 
needed for happiness, as a necessary disposition 
thereto. And a good will is reckoned among the 
good things which make a man happy, since it 
is an inclination of the will; just as a movement 
is reduced to the genus of its term, for instance, 
alteration to the genus quality. 


Articie 5. Whether Happiness Is an Operation 
of the Speculative, or of the Practical Intellect? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that happiness is an operation of the 
practical intellect. 

Objection 1. For the last end of every crea- 
ture consists in becoming like God. But man 1s 
like God by his practical intellect, which is the 
cause of things understood, rather than by his 
speculative intellect, which derives its knowl- 
edge from things. Therefore man’s happiness 
consists in an operation of the practical intellect 
rather than of the speculative. 

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is man’s perfect 
good. But the practical intellect is ordered to the 
good rather than the speculative intellect, which 
is ordered to the true. Hence we are said to be 
good according to the perfection of the practi- 
cal intellect, but not according to the perfection 
of the speculative intellect, according to which 
we are said to be knowing or understanding. 
Therefore man’s happiness consists in an act of 
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the practical -intellect rather tba of the spect 
lative. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness is a good of man 
himself. But the speculative intellect is more 
concerned with things outside man, whereas the 
practical intellect is concerned with things per-: 
taining to man himself, namely, his operations 
and passions. Therefore man’s happiness con- 
sists in an operation of the practical intellect 
rather than of the speculative. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin, i, 

8)* that “contemplation is promised us as being 
the goal of all our actions, and the everlasting 
perfection of our joys.” 

I answer that, Happiness consists in an oper- 
ation of the speculative rather than of the prac- 
tical intellect. This is evident for three reasons. 
First because if man’s happiness is an operation, 
it must be man’s highest operation. Now man’s 
highest operation is that of his highest power in 
respect of its highest object, and his highest 
power is the intellect, whose highest object is 
the Divine Good, which is the object not of the 
practical, but of the speculative intellect. Con- 
sequently happiness consists principally in such 
an operation, namely, in the contemplation of 
Divine things. And since “that seems to be each 
man’s self, which is best in him,” according to 
the Ethics,’ therefore such an operation is most 
proper to man and most delightful to him. 

Secondly, it is evident from the fact that con- 
templation is sought principally for its own 
sake. But the act of the practical intellect is not 
sought for its own sake but for the sake of the 
action, and these very actions are ordered to 
some end. Consequently it is evident that the 
last end cannot consist in the active life, which 
pertains to the practical intellect. 

Thirdly, it is again evident, from the fact 
that in the contemplative life man has some- 
thing in common with things above him, name- 
ly, with God and the angels, to whom he is made 
like by happiness. But in things pertaining to the 
active life other animals also have something in 
common with man, although imperfectly. 

Therefore the last and perfect happiness, 


‘which we await in the life to come, consists en- 


tirely in contemplation. But imperfect happi- 
ness, such as can be had here, consists first and 
principally in contemplation, but secondarily, in 
an operation of the practical intellect ordering 
human actions and passions, as stated in the 
Ethics.‘ 
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Reply Obj. 1. The asserted likeness: of the 
practical intellect to'God is one of proportion- 
ality; that is to say, it stands in relation to what 
it knows'as God does to what He knows. But 
the likeness of the speculative intellect to God 
is one of union or informing, which is a much 
greater likeness. And yet it may be answered 
that, mm regard to the principal thing known, 
which is His Essence, God has not practical but 
only speculative knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 2. The practical intellect is or- 
dered to good which is outside of it, but the 
speculative intellect has good within it, namely, 
the contemplation of truth. And if this good be 
perfect, the whole man is perfected and made 
good by it. The practical intellect does not have 
such a good but it orders man to it. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument would hold if 
man himself were his own last end, for then the 
consideration and ordering of his actions and 
passions would be his happiness. But since 
man’s last end is something outside of him, 
namely, God, to Whom we reach out by an op- 
eration of the speculative intellect, therefore 
man’s happiness consists in an operation of the 
speculative intellect rather than of the practical 
intellect. 


ArtIc.e 6. Whether Happiness Conststs in the 
Consideration of Speculative Sciences? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that man’s happiness consists in the con- 
sideration of speculative sciences. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
“happiness Is an operation according to perfect 
virtue.” And in distinguishing the virtues, he 
gives no morc than three speculative virtues,— 
science, wisdom and understanding;? which all 
belong to the consideration of speculative sci- 
ences. Therefore man’s final happiness consists 
in the consideration of speculative sciences. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which all desire for its 
own sake seems to be man’s final happiness. 
Now such is the consideration of speculative 
sciences, because, as stated in the Metaphysics, 
“all men naturally desire to know”; and, a little 
further on it is stated’ that speculative sciences 
are sought for their own sakes. Therefore hap- 
piness consists in the consideration of specula- 
tive sciences. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness is man’s final per- 
fection. Now everything is perfected according 
as it is reduced from potency to act. But the hu- 
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man. intellect is reduced to.act:by the considesa- 
tion-of speculative sciences.. Therefore it seerns 
that in the consideration -of these ee 
man’s final happiness consists. 

On the contrary, It is written (Jer. 9. dai 
Let not the wise man glory in lis wisdom, and 
this is said in reference to speculative sciences. 
Therefore man’s final happiness does not con- 
sist in the consideration of these. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 2, Reply 4), 
man’s happiness is twofold, one perfect, the oth- 
er imperfect. And by perfect happiness we are 
to understand that which attains to the true no- 
tion of happiness; and by imperfect happiness 
that which does not attain to it, but partakes of 
some particular likeness of happiness. Thus per- 
fect prudence is in man, with whom is the no- 
tion of things to be done; while imperfect pru- 
dence is in certain irrational animals, who are 
possessed of certain particular instincts in re- 
spect of works similar to works of prudence. 

Accordingly perfect happiness cannot consist 
essentially in the consideration of speculative 
sciences. To prove this, we must observe that 
the consideration of a speculative science does 
not extend beyond the scope of the principles of 
that science. since the entire science is virtually 
contained in its principles. Now the first princi- 
ples of speculative sciences are received through 
the senses, as the Philosopher clearly states at 
the beginning of the Metaphysics,’ and at the 
end of the Posterior Analytics.® Therefore the 
entire consideration of speculative sciences can- 
not extend further than knowledge of sensibles 
can lead. Now man’s final happiness, which is 
his final perfection, cannot consist in the knowl- 
edge of sensibles. For a thing is not perfected by 
something lower, except in so far as the lower 
partakes of something higher. Now it is evident 
that the form of a stone or of any sensible, is 
lower than man. Consequently the intellect is 
not perfected by the form of a stone, as such, 
but in so far as it partakes of a certain likeness 
to that which is above the human intellect, 
namely, the intelligible light, or something of 
the kind. Now whatever is by something else is 
reduced to that which is of itself. Therefore 
man’s final perfection must be through knowl- 
edge of something above the human intellect. 
But it has been shown (Part I, @. LXXXVIII, A. 
2) that man cannot acquire through sensibles 
the knowledge of separate substances, which are 
above the human intellect. Consequently it fol- 
lows that man’s happiness cannot consist in the 
consideration of speculative sciences. However, 
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just as in sensible forms there is a participation 
of some likeness of higher substances, so the 
consideration of speculative sciences is a certain 
participation of true and perfect happiness. 

Reply Obj. 1. In his book on Ethics the Phi- 
losopher treats of imperfect happiness, such as 
can be had in this life, as stated above (A. 2, 
Reply 4). 

Reply Obj. 2. Not only is perfect happiness 
naturally desired, but also any likeness or par- 
ticipation of it. 

Reply Obj. 3. Our intellect is reduced to act, 
in a fashion, by the consideration of speculative 
sciences, but not to its final and complete act. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Happiness Consists in 
the Knowledge of Separate Substances, 
Namely, Angels? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that man’s happiness consists in the 
knowledge of separate substances, namely, an- 
gels. 

Objection 1. For Gregory says in a homily 
(xxvi):! It avails nothing to take part in the 
feasts of men, if we fail to take part in the 
feasts of angels,” by which he means final hap- 
piness. But we can take part in the feasts of the 
angels by contemplating them. Therefore it 
seems that man’s final happiness consists in con- 
templating the angels. 

Obj. 2. Further, the final perfection of each 
thing is for it to be united to its principle; hence 
a circle is said to be a perfect figure, because it 
has the same beginning and end. But the begin- 
ning of human knowledge is from the angels, by 
whom men are enlightened, as Dionysius says 
(Cal. Hier iv).2 Therefore the perfection of 
the human intellect consists in contemplating 
the angels. 

Obj. 3. Further, each nature is perfect when 
united to a higher nature, just as the final per- 
fection of a body is to be united to the spiritual 
nature. But above the human intellect, in the 
natural order, are the angels. Therefore the final 
perfection of the human intellect is to be united 
to the angels by contemplation. 

On the contrary, It is written (Jerem. 9. 24): 
Let him that glorieth, glory in this, that he un- 
derstandeth and knoweth Me. Therefore man’s 
final glory or happiness consists only in the 
knowledge of God. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 6), man’s 
perfect happiness consists not in that which per- 
fects the intellect by some participation, but in 
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that which is so by its essence. Now it is evi- 
dent that whatever perfects a power does so in 
so far as it has the character of the praper ob- 
ject of that power. Now the proper object of the 
intellect is the true. Therefore the contempla- 
tion of whatever has participated truth does not 
perfect the intellect with its final perfection. 
Since, therefore, the order of things is the same 
in being and in truth,? whatever are beings by 
participation are true by participation. Now an- 
gels have being by participation, because in God 
alone is His Being His Essence, as shown in the 
First Part (Q. XLIV, A. I; Q. 111, A. 4). It follows 
that God alone is truth by His Essence, and that 
contemplation of Him makes man perfectly 
happy. However, there is no reason why we 
should not admit a certain imperfect happiness 
in the contemplation of the angels; and higher 
indeed than in the consideration of speculative 
science. 

Reply Obj. 1. We shall take part in the feasts 
of the angels by contemplating not only the an- 
gels, but also, together with them God Himself. 

Reply Obj. 2. According to those that hold 
human souls to be created by the angels, it 
seems fitting enough that man’s happiness 
should consist in the contemplation of the 
angels, in the union, as it were, of man with his 
beginning.‘ But this is erroneous, as stated in the 
First Part (Q. xc, A. 3). Therefore the final per- 
fection of the human intellect is by union with 
God, Who is the first principle both of the cre- 
ation of the soul and of its enlightenment. But 
the angel enlightens as a minister, as stated in 
the First Part (@. cxl, A. 2 Reply 2). Conse- 
quently, by his ministration he helps man to 
attain to happiness, but he is not the object of 
man’s happiness. 

Reply Obj. 3. The lower nature may reach the 
higher in two ways. First, according to a degree 
of the participating power, and thus man’s final 
perfection will consist in his attaining to a con- 
templation such as that of the angels. Secondly, 
as the object is attained by the power, and thus 
the nal perfection of each power is to attain 
that in which the notion of its object is found 

*to the full degree. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Man’s Happiness Consists 
in the Vision of the Divine Essence? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that man's happiness does not consist in 
the vision of the Divine Essence. 

3 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 11, 1 (99330). 
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Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Myst. 
Theol, i)' that by that which is highest in his 
intellect man is united to God as to something 
altogether unknown. But that which is seen in 
Its essence is not altogether unknown. There- 
fore the final perfection of the intellect, namely, 
happiness, does not consist in God being seen in 
His Essence. 

Obj, 2. Further, the higher perfection belongs 
to the higher nature. But to see His own Essence 
is the perfection proper to the Divine intellect. 
Therefore the final perfection of the human in- 
tellect does not reach to this, but consists in 
something less. 

On the contrary, It is written (I John 3. 2): 
When He shall appear, we shall be like to Him; 
and (Vulg., because) we shall see Him as He is. 

I answer that, Final and perfect happiness 
can consist in nothing else than the vision of the 
Divine Essence. To make this clear, two points 
must be observed. First, that man is not per- 
fectly happy, so long as something remains for 
him to desire and seek; secondly, that the per- 
fection of any power is determined by the na- 
ture of its object. Now “the object of the intel- 
lect is what a thing is, that is, the essence of a 
thing,” according to the book on the Soul.* 
Therefore the intellect attains perfection in so 
far as it knows the essence of a thing. If there- 
fore an intellect know the essence of some effect 
in which it is not possible to know the essence 
of the cause, that is, to know of the cause “what 
it is,” that intellect cannot be said to reach that 
cause absolutely, although it may be able to 
gather from the effect the knowledge that the 
cause is. Consequently, when man knows an ef- 
fect, and knows that it has a cause, there natu- 
rally remains in man the desire to know about 
that cause, “what it is.” And this desire is one of 
wonder, and causes inquiry, as is stated in the 
beginning of the Metaphysics For instance, if 
a man, knowing the eclipse of the sun, consider 
that it must be due to some cause, and know not 
what that cause is, he wonders about it, and 
from wondering proceeds to inquire. Nor does 
this inquiry cease until he arrive at a knowledge 
of the essence of the cause. 

If therefore the human intellect, knowing the 
essence of some created effect, knows no more 
of God than that He is, the perfection of that 
intellect does not yet reach absolutely the First 
Cause, but there remains in it the natural desire 
to seek the cause. And so it is not yet perfectly 
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happy. Consequently, for perfect happiness the 
intellect needs to reach the very Essence of the 
First Cause. And thus it will have its perfection 
through union with God as with that object in 
which alone man’s happiness consists, as stated 
above (AA. I, 7; Q. 1, A. 8). 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius speaks of the knowl- 
edge of wayfarers journeying towards happi- 
ness. 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (q. 1, A. 8), the 
end has a twofold acceptation. First, as to the 
thing itself which is desired, and in this way, the 
same thing is the end of the higher and of the 
lower nature, and indeed of all things, as stated 
above (zbid.). Secondly, as to the attainment of 
this thing, and thus the end of the higher nature 
is different from that of the lower, according to 
their respective relations to that thing. So then 
the happiness of God, Who, in understanding 
his Essence comprehends It, is higher than that 
of a man or angel who sees It indeed, but does 
not comprehend It. 


QUESTION IV 

OF THOSE THINGS THAT ARE REQUIRED 
FOR HAPPINESS 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE have now to consider those things that are 
required for happiness, and concerning this 
there are eight points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
delight is required for happiness? (2) Which is 
of greater account in happiness, delight or vi- 
sion? (3) Whether comprehension is required? 
(4) Whether rectitude of the will is required? 
(5) Whether the body is necessary for man’s 
happiness? (6) Whether any perfection of the 
body is necessary? (7) Whether any external 
goods are necessary? (8) Whether the fellow- 
ship of friends is necessary? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Delight Is Required 
for Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that delight is not required for happiness. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. i, 
8)* that “vision is the entire reward of faith.” 
But “the prize or reward of virtue is happiness,” 
as the Philosopher clearly states.5 Therefore 
nothing besides vision is required for happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, “happiness is the most self- 
sufficient of all goods,” as the Philosopher de- 
clares.® But that which needs something else is 


*PL 42, 831; cf. also Enarr. in Ps. 90.10, serm. 2 (PL 
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not self-sufficient. Sincé then the essence of 
happiness consistsin seeing God, as stated above 
(Q. m1, a. 8), it seems that delight is not neces- 
sary for happiness. 

Obj. 3. Further, “the operation of bliss or 
happiness should be unhindered.”! But delight 
hinders the operation of the intellect, since it 
destroys the estimation of prudence.? There- 
fore delight is not necessary for happiness. 

On the contrary, Augustine says® that “hap- 
piness is joy in truth.” 

I answer that, One thing may be necessary 
for another in four ways. First, as a preamble 
or preparation to it; thus instruction is neces- 
sary for science. Secondly, as perfecting it; thus 
the soul is necessary for the life of the body. 
Thirdly, as helping it from without ; thus friends 
are necessary for some undertaking. Fourthly. 
as something concomitant; thus we might say 
that heat is necessary for fire. And in this way 
delight is necessary for happiness. For it is 
caused by the appetite being at rest in the good 
attained. Therefore, since happiness is nothing 
else but the attainment of the Sovereign Good, 
it cannot be without concomitant delight. 

Reply Obj. 1. From the very fact that a re- 
ward is given to anyone, the will of him who de- 
serves it is at rest, and in this consists delight. 
Consequently, delight is included in the very 
notion of reward. 

Reply Obj, 2. The very sight of God causes 
delight. Consequently, he who sees God cannot 
need delight. 

Reply Obj. 3. Delight that is attendant upon 
the operation of the intellect does not hinder it, 
but rather perfects it, as stated in the Ethics,* 
since what we do with delight we do with greater 
care and perseverance On the other hand, de- 
light which is extraneous to the operation is a 
hindrance to it: sometimes by distracting the 
attention, because, as already observed. we are 
more attentive to those things that delight us, 
and when we are very attentive to one thing, we 
must be less attentive to another ; and sometimes 
on account of opposition; thus a sensual delight 
that is contrary to reason, hinders the estima- 
tion of prudence more than it hinders the esti- 
mation of the speculative intellect. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether in Happiness Vision 
Ranks Before Delight? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that in happiness, delight ranks be- 
fore vision. 
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Objection 1. For “delight is the perfection of 
operation.”* But perfection ranks before the 
thing perfected. Therefore delight ranks before 
the operation of the intellect, that is, vision. 

Obj. 2. Further, that by reason of which a 
thing is desirable, is itself yet more desirable. 
But operations are desired on account of the de- 
light they afford; hence. too, nature has ad- 
justed delight to those operations which are 
necessary for the preservation of the individual 
and of the species, lest animals should neglect 
such operations. Therefore, in happiness, delight 
ranks before the operation of the intellect, which 
is vision. 

Obj. 3. Further. vision corresponds to faith, 
while delight or enjoyment corresponds to chari- 
ty. But charity ranks before faith, as the Apos- 
tle says (I Cor. 13. 13). Therefore delight or 
enjoyment ranks before vision. 

On the contrary, The cause is greater than its 
effect. But vision is the cause of delight. There- 
fore vision ranks before delight. 

I answer that, The Philosopher discusses this 
question,® and leaves it unsolved. But if one con- 
sider the matter carefully, the operation of the 
intellect which is vision, must rank before de- 
light. For delight consists in a certain repose of 
the will. Now that the will finds rest in any- 
thing can only be on account of the goodness of 
that thing in which it reposes. If therefore the 
will reposes in an operation, the will’s repose is 
caused by the goodness of the operation. Nor 
does the will seek good for the sake of repose. 
for thus the very act of the will would be the 
end, which has been disproved above (q. 1, A. 1, 
Reply 2; Q. 111, A. 4), but it seeks to be at rest 
in the operation, because that operation is its 
good. Consequently it is evident that the oper- 
ation in which the will reposes ranks before the 
resting of the will therein. 

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says,’ “de- 
light perfects operation as grace perfects youth, 
because it is a result of youth.” Consequently 
delight is a perfection attendant upon vision, 
but not a perfection by which vision is made 
perfect in its own species. 

Reply Obj. 2. The apprehension of the senses 
does not attain to the universal notion of good, 
but to some particular good which is delightful. 
And consequently, according to the sensitive ap- 
petite which is in animals, operations are sought 
for the sake of delight. But the intellect appre- 
hends the universal notion of good, the attain- 
ment of which results in delight; hence its pur- 
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pose is directed to good rather than to. delight. 
And so it is that the Divine intellect, which is 
the Author of nature, adjusted delights to oper- 
ations for the sake of the operations. Nor should 
we form our estimate of things absolutely ac- 
cording to the order of the sensitive appetite, 
but rather according to the order of the intellec- 
tual appetite. , 

Reply 06). 3. Charity does not seek the good 
loved for the sake of delight; it is only by way 
of consequence that charity delights in the good 
gained which it loves. Thus delight does not an- 
swer to charity as its end, but vision does, by 
which the end is first made present to charity. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Comprehension Is 
Necessary for Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that comprehension is not necessary for 
happiness. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Ad Paulin- 
am de Videndo Deum;—De Verbis Evang., 
Serm. cxvul, 3):! “To reach God with the mind 
is great happiness, to comprehend Him is im- 
possible.” Therefore happiness is without com- 
prehension. 

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is the perfection of 
man as to his intellectual part, in which there 
are no other powers than the intellect and will, 
as stated in the First Part (a9. Lxxtx and foll.). 
But the intellect is sufficiently perfected by see- 
ing God, and the will by enjoying Him. There- 
fore there is no need for comprehension as a 
third. 

Obj. 3. Further, happiness consists in an oper- 
ation. But operations are determined by their 
objects, and there are two universal objects, the 
true and the good, of which the true corresponds 
to vision, and good to delight. Therefore there 
is no need for comprehension as a third. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (I Cor. 9. 
24): Sorun that you may comprehend (Douay. 
—obtain). But happiness is the goal of the 
spiritual race; hence he says (II Tim. 4.7, 8): / 
have fought a good fight, I have finished my 
course, I have kept the faith; as to the rest 
there is laid up for me a crown of justice. 
Therefore comprehension is necessary for Hap- 
Piness. 

I answer that, Since Happiness consists in 
gaining the last end, those things that are re- 
quired for Happiness must be gathered from the 
way in which man is ordered to an end. Now 
man is ordered to an intelligible end partly 
through his intellect, and partly through his 
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will: through his intellect in go far as a certain 
imperiect knowledge of the end pre-exists in the 
intellect ; through the will, first by love which is 
the will’s first movement towards anything, sec- 
ondly, by a real relation of the lover to the thing 
loved, which relation may be threefold. For 
sometimes the thing loved is present to the 
lover, and then it is no longer sought for. Some- 
times it is not present, and it is impossible to 
attain it, and then, too, it is not sought for. But 
sometimes it is possible to attain it, yet it is 
raised above the power of the attainer, so that 
he cannot have it at once; and this is the rela- 
tion of one that hopes to that which he hepes 
for, and this relation alone causes a search for 
the end. 

To these three, there are a corresponding 
three in Happiness itself. For perfect knowledge 
of the end corresponds to imperfect knowledge; 
presence of the end corresponds to the relation 
of hope; but delight in the end now present re-. 
sults from Jove, as already stated (A. 2, Reply 
3). And therefore these three must come to-' 
gether in Happiness: namely, vision, which is 
perfect knowledge of the intelligible end; com- 
prehension, which implies presence of the end; 
and delight or enjoyment, which implies repose 
of the lover in the thing loved. 

Reply Obj. 1. Comprehension is twofold. 
First, inclusion of the comprehended in the one 
comprehending; and thus whatever is compre- 
hended by the finite is itself finite. And so God 
cannot be comprehended in this way by a cre- 
ated intellect. Secondly, comprehension means 
nothing but the holding of something already: 
present and possessed; thus one who runs after 
another is said to comprehend (“catch”) him 
when he lays hold on him. And in this sense 
comprehension is necessary for Happiness. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as hope and love pertain 
to the will, because it is the same person that 
loves a thing, and that tends towards it while not 
possessed, so, too, comprehension and delight 
belong to the will, since it is the same person 
that possesses a thing and reposes in it. 

Reply 067. 3. Comprehension is not an oper- 
ation distinct from vision, but a certain relation 
to the end already gained. Therefore even vision 
itself, or the thing seen according as it is pres- 
ent, is the object of comprehension. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Rectitude of the Will Is 
Necessary for Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article; It 
seems that rectitude of the will is not necessary 
for Happiness. 
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Objection 1. For Happiness consists essen- 


tially. in an operation of the intellect, as stated 


above (Q. 111, 4. 4). But rectitude of the will, by: 
reason of which men are said to be clean of: 
heart, is not necessary for the perfect operation 
of the intellect; for Augustine says (Refract. 
i, 4) 2 “I do not approve of what I said in a 


prayer: O God, Who didst will none but the. 


clean of heart to know the truth. For it can be 
answered that many who are not clean of heart, 
know many truths.” Therefore rectitude of the 
will is not necessary for Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, what precedes does not de- 
pend on what follows. But the operation of the 
intellect precedes the operation of the will. 
Therefore Happiness, which is the perfect oper- 
ation of the intellect, does not depend on recti- 
tude of the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is ordered to an- 
other as its end is not necessary when the end is 
already gained; as a ship, for instance, after ar- 
rival in port. But rectitude of the will, which is 
by reason of virtue, is ordered to Happiness as 
its end. Therefore, when Happiness is once ob- 
tained, rectitude of the will is no longer neces- 
sary. 

On the contrary, It is written (Matt. 5. 8): 
Blessed are the clean of heart ; for they shall sce 
God; and (Heb. 12. 14): Follow peace with all 
men, and holiness; without which no man shall 
see God. 

I answer that, Rectitude of the will is neces- 
sary for Happiness both antecedently and con- 
comitantly. Antecedently, because rectitude of 
the will consists in being duly ordered to the 
last end. Now the end in comparison to what is 
ordered to the end is as form compared to mat- 
ter. Therefore, just as matter cannot receive a 
form unless it be properly disposed to it, so 
nothing gains an end unless it is properly or- 
dered to it. And therefore none can obtain Hap- 
piness without rectitude of the will. Concomit- 
antly, because as stated ahove (q. III, A. 8), 
final Happiness consists in the vision of the Di- 
vine Essence, Which is the very essence of good- 
ness. So that the will of him who sees the Es- 
sence of God of necessity loves whatever he 
loves in subordination to God, just as the will 
of him who does not see God’s Essence of neces- 
sity loves whatever he loves under that com- 
mon notion of good which he knows. And this is 
precisely what makes the will right. Therefore 
it is evident that Happiness cannot be without 
a right will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of the 

IPL 32, 589. 
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knowledge of that truth which is not. the very 
Essence of goodness. 

Reply Obj 2. Every act of the will is ‘pre- 
ceged by an act of the intellect, but a certain 
act of the will precedes a certain act of the in- 
tellect. For the will tends to the final act of the 
intellect which is happiness. And consequently 
right inclination of the will is required ante- 
cedently for happiness, just as the arrow must 
take a right course in order to strike the target. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything that is ordered 
to the end ceases with the getting of the end, 
but only that which involves imperfection, such 
as movement. Hence the instruments of move- 
ment are no longer necessary when the end has 
been gained, but the due order to the end is 
necessary. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Body Is Necessary 
for Man’s Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that the body is necessary for Happiness. 

Objection r. For the perfection of virtue and 
grace presupposes the perfection of nature. But 
Happiness is the perfection of virtue and grace. 
Now the soul, without the body, does not have 
the perfection of nature, since the body is natu- 
rally a part of human nature and every part is 
imperfect while separated from its whole. 
Therefore the soul cannot be happy without the 
body. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness is a perfect oper- 
ation, as stated above (Q. 111, AA. 2,5). But per- 
fect operation follows perfect being, since noth- 
ing operates except in so far as it is an actual 
being. Since, therefore, the soul does not have 
perfect being while it is separated from the 
body, just as neither does a part while separate 
from its whole, it seems that the soul cannot be 
happy without the body. 

Obj. 3. Further, Happiness is the perfection 
of man. But the soul without the body is not 
man. Therefore Happiness cannot be in the soul 
separated from the body. 

Oo}. 4. Further, according to the Philosopher,? 
“the operation of bliss, in which operation hap- 
piness consists, is not hindered.’’ But the opera- 
tion of the separate soul is hindered, because, as 
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35)° the soul 
“has a natural desire to rule the body, the result 
of which is that it is held back, so to speak, from 
tending with all its might to the heavenward 
journey,” that is, to the vision of the Divine 
Essence. Therefore the soul cannot be happy 
without the body. 
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Obj, 5. Further, Happiness is the sufficient 
good and lulls desire. But this cannot be said of 
the separated soul, for it yet desires to be united 
to the body, as Augustine says (ibid.). There- 
fore the soul is not happy while separated from 
the body. 

Ob). 6. Further, in Happiness man is equal to 
the angels. But the soul without the body is not 
equal to the angels, as Augustine says (1bid.). 
Therefore it is not happy. 

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 14. 13): 
Happy (Douay,—blessed) are the dead who die 
in the Lord. 

I answer that, Happiness is twofold: the one 
is imperfect and is had in this life; the other is 
perfect, consisting in the vision of God. Now it 
is evident that the body is necessary for the 
happiness of this life. For the happiness of this 
life consists in an operation of the intellect, 
elther speculative or practical. And the opera- 
tion of the intellect in this life cannot be with- 
out a phantasm, which is only in a bodily organ, 
as was shown in the First Part (Q. LXXXIV, AA. 
6, 7). Consequently that happiness which can 
be had in this life, depends, in a way, on the 
body. 

But as to perfect Happiness, which consists 
in the vision of God, some have maintained that 
it is not possible to the soul separated from the 
body,’ and have said that the souls of saints, 
when separated from their bodies, do not attain 
to that Happiness until the Day of Judgment, 
when they will receive their bodies back again. 
And this is shown to be false, both by authority 
and by reason. By authority, since the Apostle 
says (II Cor. 5.6): While we are in the body, 
we are absent from the Lord; and he points out 
the reason of this absence, saying: For we walk 
by faith and not by sight. Now from this it is 
clear that so long as we walk by faith and not 
by sight, bereft of the vision of the Divine Es- 
sence, we ate not present to the Lord. But the 
souls of the saints, separated from their bodies, 
are in God’s presence; and so the text continues: 
But we are confident and have a good will to be 
absent... from the body, and to be present with 
the Lord. From this it is evident that the souls 
of the saints, separated from their bodies, walk 
by sight, secing the Essence of God, in whom is 
true Happiness. 

Again this is made clear by reason. For the 
intellect does not need the body for its operation 
save on account of the phantasms, in which it 
looks on the intelligible truth, as stated in the 
First Part (9. Lxxxiv, A. 7). Now it is evident 

1Cf£. Part I, Q. cxIv, A. 4, Reply 3, note, 
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that the Divine Essence cannot be seen by 
means of phantasms, as'stated in the First Part 
(q. xm, A. 3). Therefore, since man’s perfect 
Happiness consists in the vision of the Divine 
Essence, it does not depend on the body. Conse- 
quently, the soul can be happy without the body. 

We must, however, notice that something 
may pertain to a thing’s perfection in two ways, 
First, as constituting its essence; thus the soul 
is necessary for man’s perfection. Secondly, as 
necessary for its well-being; thus, beauty of 
body and keenness of wit belong to man’s per- 
fection. Therefore though the body does not be- 
long in the first way to the perfection of human 
Happiness, yet it does in the second way. For 
since operation depends on a thing’s nature, the 
more perfect is the soul in its nature, the more 
perfectly it has its proper operation, wherein its 
Happiness consists. Hence Augustine, after in- 
quiring (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35)* “whether that 
perfect Happiness can be ascribed to the souls 
of the dead separated from their bodies,” an- 
swers that “they cannot see the Unchangeable 
Substance, as the blessed angels see It; either 
for some other more hidden reason, or because 
they have a natural desire to rule the body.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness is the perfection of 
the soul on the part of the intellect, in respect 
of which the soul transcends the organs of the 
body; but not according as the soul is the natu- 
ral form of the body. Therefore the soul retains 
that natural perfection in respect of which Hap- 
piness is due to it, though it does not retain that 
natural perfection in respect of which it is the 
form of the body. 

Reply Obj. 2. The relation of the soul to being 
is not the same as that of other parts, for the 
being of the whole is not that of any individual 
part. Therefore, either the part ceases alto- 
gether to be, when the whole is destroyed, just 
as the parts of an animal, when the animal is 
destroyed; or, if they remain, they have another 
actual being, just as a part of a line has another 
being from that of the whole line. But the hu- 
man soul retains the being of the composite 
after the destruction of the body, and this be- 
cause the being of the form is the same as that 
of its matter, and this is the being of the com- 
posite. Now the soul subsists in its own being, 
as stated in the First Part (9. Lxxv, A. 2). It 
follows, therefore, that after being separated 
from the body it has perfect being, and that 
consequently it can have a perfect operation, al- 
though it has not the perfect specific nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness belongs to man in re- 
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spect of his intellect, and, therefore; since the 
intellect. remains, it-can have Happiness. Thus 
the teeth of an Ethiopian, in respect of which 
he is said to be white, can retain their whiteness, 
even after extraction. 

. Reply Obj. 4. One thing is hindered by an- 
other in two ways. First, by way of contrariety, 
just as cold hinders the action of heat, and such 
@ hindrance to operation is contrary to Happi- 
ness. Secondly, by way of some kind of defect, 
because, namely, that which is hindered does 
not have all that is necessary to make it perfect 
in every way, and such a hindrance to operation 
is not contrary to Happiness, but prevents it 
from being perfect in every way. And thus it is 
that separation from the body is said to hold the 
soul back from tending with all its might to the 
vision of the Divine Essence. For the soul de- 
sires to enjoy God in such a way that the enjoy- 
ment also may overflow into the body, as far as 
possible. And therefore, as long as it enjoys 
God, without the fellowship of the body, its ap- 
petite is at rest in that which it has, in such a 
way that it would still wish the body to attain to 
its share. 

Reply Obj. 5. The desire of the separated soul 
is entirely at rest, as regards the thing desired, 
since it has that which suffices its appetite. But 
it is not wholly at rest as regards the desirer, 
since it does not possess that good in every way 
that it would wish to possess it. Consequently, 
after the body has been resumed, Happiness in- 
creases not in intensity, but in extent. 

Reply Obj. 6. The passage quoted to the ef- 
fect that ‘“‘the souls of the departed see not God 
as the angels do,” is not to be understood as re- 
ferring to inequality of quantity, because even 
now some souls of the Blessed are raised to the 
higher orders of angels, thus seeing God more 
clearly than the lower angels. But it refers to 
inequality of proportion, because the angels, 
even the lowest, have every perfection of Happi- 
ness that they ever will have, whereas the sepa- 
rated souls of the saints have not. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Perfection of the Body 
Is Necessary for Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that perfection of the body is not neces- 
sary for man’s perfect Happiness. 

Objection 1. For perfection of the body is a 
bodily good. But it has been shown above (Q. 
a1) that Happiness does not consist in bodily 
goods. Therefore no perfect disposition of the 
body is necessary for man’s Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, man’s Happiness consists in 
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the vision of the Divine Essence,’ as shown 
abdve (Q. m1, A. 8). But the body has no part in 
this operation, as shown above (a. 5). There- 
fore no disposition of the body is necessary for 
Happiness. 

Obj. 3. Further, the more the intellect is ab- 
stracted from the body the more perfectly it 
understands. But Happiness consists in the most 
perfect operation of the intellect. Therefore the 
soul should be abstracted from the body in 
every way. Therefore, in no way is a disposition 
of the body necessary for Happiness. 

On the contrary, Happiness is the reward of 
virtue; therefore it is written (John 13. 17): 
You shall be blessed, if you do them. But the 
reward promised to the saints is not only that 
they shall see and enjoy God. but also that their 
bodies shall be well-disposed; for it is written 
(Isa. 66.14): You shall see and your heart shall 
rejoice, and your bones shall flourish like a 
herb, Therefore good disposition of the body is 
necessary for Happiness. 

I answer that, If we speak of that happiness 
which man can acquire in this life, it is evident 
that a well-disposed body is of necessity re- 
quired for it. For “this happiness consists,” ac- 
cording to the Philosopher,’ “in an operation 
according to perfect virtue”; and it is clear that 
man can be hindered, by indisposition of the 
body, from every operation of virtue. 

But speaking of perfect Happiness, some 
have maintained that no disposition of body is 
necessary for Happiness: indeed, that it is 
necessary for the soul to be entirely separated 
from the body. Hence Augustine? quotes the 
words of Porphyry who said that “for the soul 
to be happy, it must be severed from everything 
corporea].” But this is unfitting. For since it is 
natural to the soul to be united to the body, 
it is not possible for the perfection of the soul 
to exclude its natural perfe<tion. 

Consequently, we must say that perfect dis- 
position of the body is necessary, both ante- 
cedently and consequently, for that Happiness 
which is in all ways perfect.—Antecedently, be- 
cause, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35),° 

*“if the body be such that the governance there- 
of is difficult and burdensome, like unto flesh 
which is corruptible and weighs upon the soul, 
the mind is turned away from that vision of the 
highest heaven.” And so he concludes that, 
‘when this body will no longer be ‘animal,’ but 
‘spiritual,’ then will it be equalled to the angels, 
and that will be its glory, which erstwhile was 

1 Ethics, 1, 13 (1102s). 


3 City of God, xxu, 26 (PL41, 794). * PL 34, 483. 


PART I OF. SECOND PART:Q.4, ART. 7 


its burden.”--Consequently, because from the 
Happiness of the soul there will be an overflow 
on. to the body, so that this too will obtain its 
perfection. Hence Augustine says (E%. ad Dio- 
scor.)' that “God gave the soul such a powerful 
nature that from its exceeding fulness of happi- 
ness the vigour of incorruption overflows into 
the lower nature.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness does not consist 
in bodily good as its object, but bodily good 
can add a certain grace and perfection to Hap- 
piness. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the body has no part 
in that operation of the intellect whereby the 
Essence of God is seen, yet it might prove a 
hindrance to it. Consequently, perfection of 
the body is necessary, lest it hinder the mind 
from being lifted up. 

Reply Obj, 3. The perfect operation of the 
intellect requires indeed that the intellect be 
abstracted from this corruptible body which 
weighs upon the soul, but not from the spiritual 
body, which will be wholly subject to the spirit. 
On this point we shall treat in the Third Part 
of this work (Suppl., q. Lxxx11). 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Any External Goods 
Are Necessary for Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that external goods also are necessary for 
Happiness. 

Objection 1. For that which is promised the 
saints for reward belongs to Happiness. But ex- 
ternal goods are promised the saints; for in- 
stance, food and drink, wealth, and a kingdom; 
for it is said (Luke 22. 30): That you may eat 
and drink at My table in My kingdom; and 
(Matt. 6. 20): Lay up to yourselves treasures 
in heaven; and (Matt. 25. 34): Come, ye 
blessed of my Father, possess you the kingdom. 
Therefore external goods are necessary for 
Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, according to Boéthius (De 
Consol. iii, 2), happiness is “a state made per- 
fect by the aggregate of all good things.” But 
“some of man’s goods are external, although 
they be of least account,” as Augustine says 
(De Lib. Arb. ii, 19).3 Therefore they too are 
necessary for Happiness, 

Obj. 3. Further, Our Lord said (Matt. 5, 
12): Your reward is very great in heaven. But 
to be in heaven implies being in a place. There- 
fore at least external place is necessary for Hap- 
piness. 


1 Epist., 118, chap. 3 (PL 33, 439). 
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On.the contrary, It is written (Ps. 72. 2g)3 
For what have J in heaven? and, besides Thee 
what do I desire upon earth? As though to say: 
“T desire nothing but this,—Jt ts good for me to 
adhere to my God.” Therefore nothing outside 
God is necessary for Happiness. 

I answer that, For imperfect happiness, such 
as can be had in this life, external goods are 
necessary, not as belonging to the essence of 
happiness, but by serving as instruments to 
happiness, ‘which consists in an operation of 
virtue,” as stated in the Ethics.‘ For man needs, 
in this life, the necessaries of the body, both for 
the operation of contemplative virtue, and for 
the operation of active virtue, for which latter 
he needs also many other things by means of 
which to perform its operations. 

On the other hand, such goods as these are in 
no way necessary for perfect Happiness, which 
consists in seeing God. The reason of this is 
that all external goods of this kind are requisite 
either for the support of the animal body, or 
for certain operations which belong to human 
life, which we perform by means of the animal 
body. But that perfect Happiness which con- 
sists in seeing God will be either in the soul 
separated from the body, or in the soul united 
to the body then no longer animal but spiritual. 
Consequently these external goods are in no 
way necessary for that Happiness, since they 
are ordered to the animal life-——And, since, in 
this life, the happiness of contemplation, as 
being more God-like, approaches nearer than 
the happiness of action to the likeness of that 
perfect Happiness, therefore it stands in less 
need of these goods of the body, as stated in 
the Ethics. 

Reply Obj. 1. All those material promises 
contained ‘in Holy Scripture are to be under- 
stood metaphorically, since Scripture is accus- 
tomed to express spiritual things under the 
form of things corporeal, in order that “from 
things we know, we may rise to the desire of 
things unknown,” as Gregory says (om. xi. 
in Ev.).® Thus food and drink signify the de- 
light of Happiness; wealth, the sufficiency of 
God for man; the kingdom, the lifting up of 
man to union with God. 

Reply Obj. 2. These goods that serve for the 
animal life are incompatible with that spiritual 
life in which perfect Happiness consists. Never- 
theless in that Happiness there will be the 
aggregate of all good things, because whatever 

4 Aristotle, 1, 13 (1102°5). 
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good there be in these things, we shall possess 
it ‘all in the Supreme Fount of goodness. 

‘Reply 06j. 3. According to Augustine (De 
Serm. Dam. in Monte, i, 5),1 it is not a material 
heaven that is described as the reward of the 
saints, but a heaven raised on the height of 
spiritual goods. Nevertheless a bodily place, 
namely, the empyrean heaven, will be ap- 
pointed to the Blessed, not as a need of Happi- 
ness, but by reason of a certain fitness and 
adornment. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Fellowship of Friends 
Is Necessary for Happiness? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that friends are necessary for Happiness. 

Objection 1. For future Happiness is fre- 
quently designated by Scripture under the 
name of glory. But glory consists in man’s good 
being brought to the notice of many. Therefore 
the fellowship of friends is necessary for Hap- 
piness. 

Obj. 2. Further, Boéthius says? that “there is 
no delight in possessing any good whatever, 
without someone to share it with us.” But de- 
light is necessary for Happiness. Therefore 
fellowship of friends is also necessary. 

Obj. 3. Further, charity is perfected in Hap- 
piness. But charity includes the love of God 
and of our neighbour. Therefore it seems that 
fellowship of friends is necessary for Happi- 
Tress. 

On the contrary, It is written (Wisd. 7. rz): 
All good things came to me together with her, 
that is, with divine wisdom, which consists in 
contemplating God. Consequently nothing else 
is necessary for Happiness. 

I answer that, lf we speak of the happiness 
of this life, the happy man needs friends, as 
the Philosopher says,’ not, indeed, to make use 
of them, since he suffices himself, nor to de- 
light in them, since he possesses perfect delight 
in the operation of virtue, but for the purpose 
of a good operation, namely, that he may do 
good to them, that he may delight in seeing 
them do good, and again that he may be helped 
by them in his good work. For in order that 
man may do well, whether in the works of the 
active life, or in those of the contemplative life, 
he needs the fellowship of friends 

But if we speak of perfect Happiness which 
will be in our heavenly Fatherland, the fellow- 
ship of friends is not essential to Happiness, 

1PL 34, 1237. 
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since man has the entire fulness of his perfec- 
tion in God. But the fellowship of friends con- 
duces to the well-being of Happiness. Hence 
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 25)‘ that “the 
spiritual creatures receive no other interior aid 
to happiness than the eternity, truth, and charity 
of the Creator. But if they can be said to be 
helped from without, perhaps it is only by this 
that they see one another and rejoice in God, 
at their fellowship.” 

Reply Obj. 1. That glory which is essential 
to Happiness is that which man has not with 
man but with God. 

Reply Obj. 2. This saying is to be understood 
of the possession of good that does not fully 
satisfy. This does not apply to the question 
under consideration, because man possesses in 
God a sufficiency of every good. 

Reply Obj. 3. Perfection of charity is essen- 
tial to Happiness, as to the love of God, but not 
as to the love of our neighbour. And so if there 
were but one soul enjoying God, it would be 
happy, though having no neighbour to love. 
But supposing one neighbour to be there, love 
of him results from perfect love of God. Con- 
sequently, friendship is, as it were, concomitant 
with perfect Happiness. 


QUESTION V 
OF TIIE ATTAINMENT OF HAPPINESS 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE must now consider the attainment of Hap- 
piness. Under this heading there are eight points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether man can attain Hap- 
piness? (2) Whether one man can be happier 
than another? (3) Whether any man can be 
happy in this life? (4) Whether Happiness once 
had can be lost? (5) Whether man can attain 
Happiness by means of his natural powers? (6) 
Whether man attains Happiness through the ac- 
tion of some higher creature? (7) Whether any 
actions of man are necessary in order that man 
may obtain Happiness of God? (8) Whether ev- 
ery man desires Happiness? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Man Can Attain 
Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that man cannot attain Happiness. 

Objection 1. For just as the rational nature is 
above the sensible nature, so the intellectual is 
above the rational, as Dionysius declares (Div. 
Nom. iv, vi, vii)® in several passages. But ir- 
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rational animals that have the sensitive nature 
only, cannot attain the end of the rational 'na- 
ture. Therefore neither can man, who is of ra- 
tional nature, attain the end of the intellectual 
nature, which is Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, True Happiness consists in 
seeing God, Who is pure Truth. But from his 
very nature, man considers truth in material 
things; hence “he understands the intelligible 
species in the phantasm.”! Therefore he cannot 
attain Happiness. 

0b), 3. Further, Happiness consists in attain- 
ing the Sovereign Good. But we cannot arrive at 
the top without surmounting the middle. Since, 
therefore, the angelic nature through which man 
cannot mount is midway between God and hu- 
man nature, it seems that he cannot attain Hap- 
piness. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 93. 12): 

Blessed is the man whom Thou shalt instruct, O 
Lord. 
I answer that, Happiness is the attainment of 
the Perfect Good. Whoever, therefore, is capa- 
ble of the Perfect Good can attain Happiness. 
Now, that man is capable of the Perfect Good. 
is proved both because his intellect can appre- 
hend the universal and perfect good, and be- 
cause his will can desire it. And therefore man 
can attain Happiness. This can be proved again 
from the fact that man is capable of seeing God, 
as stated in the First Part (9. xm, A. 1), in 
which vision, as we stated above (q. mr, A. 8) 
man’s perfect Happiness consists. 

Reply Obj. 1 The rational exceeds the sensi- 
tive nature otherwise than the intellectual sur- 
passes the rational. For the rational exceeds the 
sensitive nature in respect of the object of its 
knowledge, since the senses have no knowledge 
whatever of the universal, whereas the reason 
does have knowledge of the universal. But the 
intellectual surpasses the rational nature as to 
the mode of knowing intelligible truth, for the 
intellectual nature grasps at once the truth 
which the rational nature reaches by the inquiry 
of reason, as was made clear in the First Part 
(Q. LVIII, A. 3; Q. LXXIX, A. 8). Therefore rea- 
son arrives by a kind of movement at that which 
the intellect apprehends. Consequently the ra- 
tional nature can attain Happiness, which is the 
perfection of the intellectual nature, but other- 
wise than the angels. Because the angels at- 
tained it at once after the beginning of their 
knowledge, whereas man attains it after a time. 
But the sensitive nature can attain this end in 
no way. 

1 Soul, 11, 7 (4312). 
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Reply Obj..2. To man in the present state, of 
life the natural way of knowing intelligible truth 
is by means of phantasms. But after this state 
of life, he has another natural way, as was stated 
in the First Part (Q. LXxxIV, A. 7; Q. LXXXIX, 
A. 1). = 

Reply Obj. 3. Man cannot surmount the an- 
gels in the degree of nature, so as to be above 
them naturally. But he can surmount them by 
an operation of the intellect, by understanding 
that there is above the angels something that 
makes men happy, and that when he has at- 
tained it, he will be perfectly happy. 


ARTICLE 2, Whether One Man Can Be 
Happier Than Another? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that one man cannot be happier than an- 
other. 

Objection 1. For “Happiness is the reward of 
virtue,” as the Philosopher says,.? But equal re- 
ward is given for all the works of virtue, be- 
cause it is written (Matt. 20. 10) that all who 
laboured in the vineyard received every man a 
penny; for, as Gregory says (Hom. xix in 
Evang.),3 “each was equally rewarded with eter- 
nal life.” Therefore one man cannot be happier 
than another. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness is the supreme 
good. But nothing can surpass the supreme. 
Therefore one man’s Happiness cannot be sur- 
passed by another’s. 

Obj. 3. Further, since Happiness is the per- 
fect and sufficient good it brings rest to man’s 
desire. But his desire is not at rest if he yet 
lacks some good that can be had. And if he lack 
nothing that he can get, there can be no still 
greater good. Therefore either man is not hap- 
py; or, 1f he be happy, no other Happiness can 
be greater. 

On the contrary, It is written (John 14. 2): 
In My Father’s house there are many mansions; 
which, according to Augustine (Tract, |xvii)4 
signify “the various dignities of merits in the 
eternal life.” But the dignity of eternal life 
which is given according to merit is Happiness 
itself. Therefore there are various degrees of 
Happiness, and Happiness is not equally in all. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. 1, A. 8; Q. 
1, A. 7), in the notion of Happiness there are 
two things, namely, the last end itself, which is 
the Sovereign Good, and the attainment or en- 
joyment of that same Good. As to that Good it- 

2 Ethics, 1, 9 (1090°16). 
*Bk.1(PL 76, 1156). 
4In Joann., on 14.2 (PL 35, 1812). 
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self. Which is-the object and cause of Happiness, 
one Happiness cannot be greater than another, 
since there is but one Sovereign Good, namely, 
God,’ by enjoying Whom, men are made happy. 
But .as to the attainment or enjoyment of this 
Good, one man can be happier than another be- 
cause the more a man enjoys this Good the hap- 
pier he is. Now, that one man enjoys God more 
than another happens through his being better 
disposed or ordered to the enjoyment of Him. 
And in this sense one man can be happier than 
another. 

Reply Obj. 1. The one penny signifies that 
Happiness is one in its object. But the many 
mansions signify the manifold Happiness in the 
different degrees of enjoyment. 

Reply Obj. 2. Happiness is said to be the su- 
preme good, because it is the perfect possession 
or enjoyment of the Supreme Good. 

| Reply Obj. 3. None of the Blessed lacks any 
desirable good, since they have the Infinite 
Good Itself, Which is “the good of all good,” as 
Augustine says (Enarr. in Ps. 134).' But one is 
said to be happier than another by reason of 
different participation of the same good. And 
the addition of other goods does not increase 
Happiness; hence Augustine says,’ “He who 
knows Thee, and others besides, is not the hap- 
pier for knowing them, but is happy for know- 
ing Thee alone.” 


ARTICLE 3. Whether One Can Be Happy 
in This Life? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that Happiness can be had in this 
life. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Ps. 118. 1): 
Blessed are the undefiled in the way, who walk 
in the law of the Lord. But this happens in this 
life. Therefore one can be happy in this life. 

Obj. 2. Further, imperfect participation in the 
Sovereign Good does not destroy the nature of 
Happiness, otherwise one would not be happier 
than another. But men can participate in the 
Sovereign Good in this life by knowing and lov- 
ing God, although imperfectly. Therefore man 
can be happy in this life. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is said by many cannot 
be altogether false, since what is in many, 
comes, apparently, from nature, and nature 
does not fail altogether. Now many say that 
Happiness can be had in this life, as appears 
from ‘Ps. 143. 15: They have called the people 
happy that hath these things, that is to say, the 
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good things of this: life. Therefore one rag be 
happy in this life.. ! 

On the contrary, It is written (Job " 1): 
Man born of a woman, living for a short time, ss 
filled with many miseries. But Happiness ex- 
cludes misery. Therefore man cannot be happy 
in this life. 

I answer that, A certain participation of Hap- 
piness can be had in this life, but perfect and 
true Happiness cannot be had in this life. This 
may be seen from a twofold consideration. 

First, from the general notion of happiness. 
For since happiness is a perfect and sufficient 
good, it excludes every evil, and fulfils every 
desire. But in this life every evil cannot be ex- 
cluded. For this present life is subject to many 
unavoidable evils: to ignorance on the part of 
the intellect, to disordered affection on the part 
of the appetite, and to many penalties on the 
part of the body, as Augustine sets forth in the 
City of God.* Likewise neither can the desire for 
good be satiated in this life. For man naturally 
desires the good which he has to be abiding. 
Now the goods of the present life pass away, 
since life itself passes away, which we naturally 
desire to have, and would wish to hold abid- 
ingly, for man naturally shrinks from death. 
Therefore it is impossible to have true Happi- 
ness in this life. 

Secondly, from a consideration of that in 
which Happiness specially consists, namely, the 
vision of the Divine Essence, which man cannot 
obtain in this life, as was shown in the First 
Part (Q. xII, A. 2). Hence it is evident that none 
can attain true and perfect Happiness in this 
life. 

Reply Obj. 1. Some are said to be happy in 
this life, either on account of the hope of ob- 
taining Happiness in the life to come, according 
to Rom. 8. 24: We are saved by hope; or on ac- 
count of a certain participation of Happiness, 
by reason of a kind of enjoyment of the Sover- 
eign Good. 

Reply Obj. 2. The imperfection of partici- 
pated Happiness is due to one of two causes. 
First, on the part of the object of Happiness, 
which is not seen in Its Essence. And this im- 
perfection takes away the character of true 
Happiness. Secondly, the imperfection may be 
on the part of the participator, who indeed at- 
tains the object of Happiness, in itself, namely 
God, but imperfectly in comparison with the 
way in which God enjoys Himself. This imper- 
fection does not destroy the true notion of Hap- 
piness; because, since Happiness is an opera- 

3 xrx, 4 (PL 41, 628). 
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tion, as stated above (. mz, A. 2), the true -no- 
tion of Happiness is taken from the object, 
which specifies the act, and not from the sub- 
ject. : 

Reply 06]. 3. Men consider that there is some 
kind of happiness to be had in this life on ac- 
count of a certain likeness to true Happiness. 
And thus they do not fail altogether in their es- 
timate. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Happiness Once Had 
Can Be Lost? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Aritcle: It 
would seem that Happiness can be lost. 

Objection 1. For Happiness is a perfection. 
But every perfection is in the thing perfected 
according to the mode of the latter. Since then 
man is, by his nature, changeable, it seems that 
Happiness is participated by man in a change- 
able manner. And consequently it seems that 
man can lose Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness consists in an act 
of the intellect, and the intellect is subject to 
the will. But the will can be directed to oppo- 
sites. Therefore it seems that it can desist from 
the operation whereby man is made happy; and 
thus man will cease to be happy. 

Obj. 3. Further, the end corresponds to the 
beginning. But man’s Happiness has a begin- 
ning, since man was not always happy. There- 
fore it seems that it has an end. 

On the contrary, It is written (Matt. 25. 46) 
of the just that they shall go... into life ever- 
lasting, which, as stated above (A. 2), is the 
Happiness of the saints. Now what is eternal 
does not cease. Therefore Happiness cannot be 
lost. 

I answer that, If we speak of imperfect hap- 
piness, such as can be had in this life, in this 
sense it can be lost. This is clear of contempla- 
tive happiness, which is lost either by forget- 
fulness, for instance, when knowledge is lost 
through sickness; or again by certain occupa- 
tions, whereby a man is altogether withdrawn 
from contemplation. 

This is also clear of active happiness, since 
man’s will can be changed so as to fall to vice 
from the virtue in whose act that happiness 
principally consists. If, however, the virtue re- 
main unimpaired, outward changes can indeed 
disturb such happiness, in so far as they hinder 
many acts of virtue; but they cannot take it 
away altogether, because there still remains an 
act of virtue, as long as man bears these trials in 
a praiseworthy manner. And since the happiness 
of this life can be lost, which seems to be 
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against the notion of happiness, therefore the 
Philosopher stated that some are happy in this 
life not absolutely, but as men, whose nature is 
subject to change.! 

But if we speak of that perfect Happiness 
which we await after this life, it must be ob- 
served that Origen (Pert Archon, ii) ,? following 
the error of certain Platonists,? held that man 
can become unhappy after the final Happiness. 

This, however, is evidently false, for two rea- 
sons. First, from the general notion of happi- 
ness. For since happiness is the perfect and suf- 
ficient good, it must set man’s desire at rest and 
exclude every evil. Now man naturally desires 
to hold to the good that he has, and to have the 
surety of his holding; otherwise he must of ne- 
cessity be troubled with the fear of losing it, or 
with the sorrow of knowing that he will lose it. 
Therefore it is necessary for true Happiness 
that man have the assured opinion of never Jos- 
ing the good that he possesses. If this opinion 
be true, it follows that he never will lose happi- 
ness; but if it be false, it is in itself an evil that 
he should have a false opinion, because the false 
is the evil of the intellect, just as the true is its 
good, as stated in the Ethics. Consequently he 
will no longer be truly happy if evil is in him. 

Secondly, it is again evident if we consider 
the special notion of Happiness. For it has been 
shown above (Q. 11, A. 8) that man’s perfect 
Happiness consists in the vision of the Divine 
Essence. Now it is impossible for anyone seeing 
the Divine Essence to wish not to see It. Be- 
cause every good that one possesses and yet 
wishes to be without is either insufficient, some- 
thing more sufficing being desired in its stead; 
or else has some inconvenience attached to it, 
by reason of which it becomes wearisome. But 
the vision of the Divine Essence fills the soul 
with all good things, since it unites it to the 
source of all goodness: hence it is written (Ps. 
16.15): J shall be satisfied when Thy glory shall 
appear; and (Wisd. 7.11): All good things came 
to me together with her, that is, with the con- 
templation of wisdom. In like manner neither 
has it any inconvenience attached to it, be- 
cause it is written of the contemplation of wis- 
dom (Wisd. 8. 16): Her conversation hath no 
bitterness, nor her company any tediousness. It 
is thus evident that the happy man cannot for- 
sake Happiness of his own will. 
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‘Moreover, neither can he lose Happiness 
through God taking it away from him. Because, 
since the withdrawal of Happiness is a punish- 
ment, it cannot be enforced by God, the just 
Judge, except for some fault; and he that sees 
the Essence of God cannot fall into a fault, since 
rightness of the will, of necessity, results from 
that vision as was shown above (Q. IV, A. 4). 
Nor again can it be withdrawn by any other 
agent. Because the mind that is united to God is 
raised above all other things, and consequently 
no other agent can sever the mind from that 
union. Therefore it seems unreasonable that as 
time goes on, man should pass from happiness 
to misery, and contrariwise, because such vicis. 
situdes of time can only be for such things as 
are subject to time and movement. 

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness is consummate per- 
fection, which excludes every defect from the 
happy. And therefore whoever has happiness 
has it altogether unchangeably. This is done by 
the Divine power, which raises man to the par- 
ticipation of eternity which transcends all 
change. 

Reply Obj. 2. The will can be directed to op- 
posites in things which are ordered to the end; 
but it is ordered of natural necessity to the last 
end. This is evident from the fact that man is 
unable not to wish to be happy. 

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness has a beginning ow- 
ing to the condition of the participator; but it 
has no end by reason of the condition of the 
good in whose participation man is made hap- 
py. Hence the beginning of happiness is from 
one cause, its endlessness is from another. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Man Can Attain 
Happiness by His Natural Powers? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that man can attain Happiness by his 
natural powers. 

Objection 1. For nature does not fail in neces- 
sary things. But nothing is so natural to man as 
that by which he attains the last end. Therefore 
this is not lacking to human nature. Therefore 


man can attain Happiness by his natural powers.* 
Obj. 2. Further, since man is more noble than 


irrational creatures, it seems that he must be 
more self-sufficient. But irrational creatures can 
attain their end by their natural powers. Much 
more therefore can man attain Happiness by his 
natural powers. 

Obj. 3. Further, “Happiness is a perfect oper- 
ation,” according to the Philosopher.! Now the 
beginning of a thing and its perfecting pertain 
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to the same principle. Since, therefore, the im- 
perfect operation, which is as it were the begin- 
ning in human operations, is subject to man’s 
natura] power, by which he is master of his own 
actions, it seems that he can attain to perfect 
operation, that is, Happiness, by his natural 
powers. 

On the contrary, Man is naturally the princi- 
ple of his action by his intellect and will. But 
final Happiness prepared for the saints surpass- 
es the intellect and will of man; for the Apostle 
says (I Cor. 2, 9): Eye hath not seen, nor ear 
heard, netther hath it entered into the heart of 
man, what things God hath prepared for them 
that love Him. Therefore man cannot attain 
Happiness by his natural powers. 

I answer that, Imperfect happiness that can 
be had in this life can be acquired by man by his 
natural powers, in the same way as virtue, in 
whose operation it consists; on this point we 
shall speak further on (Q Lxtir). But man’s 
perfect Happiness, as stated above (q. rt. A. 8), 
consists in the vision of the Divine Essence. 
Now the vision of God’s Essence surpasses the 
nature not only of man, but also of every crea- 
ture, as was shown in the First Part (o. xm, A. 
4). For the natural knowledge of every creature 
is in keeping with the mode of its substance; 
thus it is said of the intelligence (De Causis)? 
that it knows things that are above it, and 
things that are below it, according to the mode 
of its substance. But every knowledge that is ac- 
cording to the mode of created substance falls 
short of the vision of the Divine Essence, which 
infinitely surpasses all created substance. Con- 


sequently neither man, nor any creature, can at- 


tain final Happiness by his natural powers. 

Reply Obj. 1. Just as nature does not fail man 
in necessaries, although it has not provided him 
with weapons and clothing as it provided other 
animals, because it gave him reason and hands, 
with which he is able to get these things for him- 
self, so neither did it fail man in things neces- 
savy, by not giving him the means to attain 
Happiness, since this was impossible. But it did 
give him free choice, with which he can turn to 
God, that He may make him happy. “For what 
we do by means of our friends, is done, in a 
sense, by ourselves.’ 

Reply Obj. 2. The nature that can attain per- 
fect good, although it needs help from without 
in order to attain it, is of more noble condition 
than a nature which cannot attain perfect good 
but attains some imperfect good, although it 
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need no help from without in order to attain it, 
as the Philosopher says.' Thus he is better dis- 
posed to health who can attain perfect health, 
even though by means of medicine, than he who 
can attain but imperfect health without the help 
of medicine. And therefore the rational crea- 
ture, which can attain the perfect good of Hap- 
piness, but needs the Divine assistance for the 
purpose, is more perfect than the irrational 
creature, which is not capable of attaining this 
good, but attains some imperfect good by its 
natural powers. 

Reply Obj. 3. When imperfect and perfect 
are of the same species, they can be caused by 
the same power. But this does not follow of ne- 
cessity, if they be of different species, for not 
everything that can cause the disposition of 
matter can confer the final perfection. Now the 
imperfect operation, which is subject to man’s 
natural power, is not of the same species as that 
perfect operation which is man’s happiness, 
since operation takes its species from its object. 
Consequently the argument does not prove. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Man Attains Happiness 
through the Action of Some Higher Creature? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article; It 
seems that man can be made happy through the 
action of some higher creature, namely, an 
angel. 

Objection 1. For since we observe a twofold 
order in things—one, of the parts of the uni- 
verse to one another, the other, of the whole 
universe to a good which js outside the uni- 
verse; the former order is ordered to the second 
as to its end.? Thus the order of the parts of an 
army to each other is dependent on the order of 
the whole army to the general. But the order of 
the parts of the universe to each other consists 
in the higher creatures acting on the lower, as 
stated in the First Part (Q. crx, A. 2),° while 
happiness consists in the order of man to a good 
which is outside the universe, that is, God. 
Therefore man is made happy through a higher 
creature, namely. an angel, acting on him. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is such in potency 
can be reduced to act by that which is such actu- 
ally; thus what is potentially hot is made actu- 
ally hot by something that is actually hot. But 
man is potentially happy. Therefore he can be 
made actually happy by an angel who is actually 


happy. ° e ° 
Obj. 3. Further, Happiness consists in an op- 
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eration of the intellect, as stated above (Q. 11, 
A. 4). But an angel can enlighten man’s intel- 
lect, as shown in the First Part (9. cxt, A 1). 
Therefore an angel can make a man happy. 
..On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 83. 12): 
The Lord will give grace and glory. 

I answer that, Since every creature is subject 
to the laws of nature from the very fact that its 
power and action are limited, that which sur- 
passes created nature cannot be done by the 
power of any creature. Consequently if any- 
thing need to be done that is above nature, it is 
done by God immediately, such as raising the 
dead to life, restoring sight to the blind, and the 
like. Now it has been shown above (A. 5) that 
Happiness is a good surpassing created nature. 
Therefore it is impossible that it be bestowed 
through the action of any creature, but man is 
made happy by God alone, if we speak of per- 
fect Happiness. If, however, we speak of imper- 
fect happiness, the same is to be said of it and 
of the virtue in whose exercise it consists. 

Reply Obj. 1. It often happens in the case of 
active powers ordered to one another that it be- 
longs to the highest power to reach the last end, 
while the lower powers contribute to the attain- 
ment of that last end, by causing a disposition 
to it; thus it pertains to the art of sailing, which 
governs the art of ship-building, to use a ship 
for the end for which it was made. Thus, too, in 
the order of the universe, man is indeed helped 
by angcls in the attainment of his last end, in re. 
spect of certain preliminary dispositions to that 
end; but he attains the last end itself through 
the First Agent, which is God. 

Reply Obj. 2. When a form exists in some- 
thing according to its natural and perfect being, 
it can be the principle of action on something 
else; for instance, a hot thing heats through fire. 
But if a form exist in something imperfectly 
and not according to its natural being, it cannot 
be the principle by which it is communicated to 
something else; thus the intention of colour 
which is in the pupil, cannot make a thing 
white; nor indeed can anything illuminated or 
heated give heat or light to something else, for 
if they could, illumination and heating would go 
on to infinity. But the light of glory, by which 
God is seen, is in God perfectly according to its 
natural being; but in any creature, it is imper- 
fectly and according to the being of likeness or 
participation. Consequently no creature can 
communicate its Happiness to another. 

Reply Obj. 3. A happy angel enlightens the in- 
tellect of a man or of a lower angel, as to cer- 
tain notions of the Divine works, but not as to 
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the vision of the Divine Essence, as was ‘stated 
in the First Part (9. cvi, A. 1), since in order 
to see this, all are immediately enlightened by 
God. 


ArtTIcLe 7. Whether Any Good Works Are 
Necessary that Man May Receive 
Happiness from God? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that no works of man are necessary that 
he may obtain Happiness from God. 

Objection 1. For since God is an agent of in- 
finite power, He requires before acting, neither 
matter, nor disposition of matter, but can im- 
mediately produce the whole effect. But man’s 
works, since they are not required for Happi- 
ness as its efficient cause, as stated above (A. 6), 
can be required only as dispositions to Happi- 
ness, Therefore God Who does not require dis- 
positions before acting bestows Happiness with- 
out any previous works. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as God is the immediate 
cause of Happiness, so is He the immediate 
cause of nature. But when God first established 
nature, He produced creatures without any pre- 
vious disposition or action on the part of the 
creature, but made each one perfect at once in 
its species. Therefore it seems that He bestows 
Happiness on man without any previous works. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 4. 6) 
that Happiness is of the man to whom God re- 
puteth justice without works. Therefore no 
works of man are necessary for attaining Hap- 
piness. 

On the contrary, It is written (John 13. 17): 
If you know these things, you shall be blessed if 
you do them. Therefore Happiness is obtained 
through works. 

I answer that, Rightness of the will, as stated 
above (Q. Iv, A. 4), is necessary for Happiness, 
since it is nothing else than the due order of the 
will to the last end; and it is therefore necessary 
for obtaining the last end, just as the right dis- 
position of matter. in order to receive the form. 
But this does not prove that any work of man 
need precede his Happiness, for God could 


make a will which has a right tendency to the ° 


end which at the same time attains the end; just 
as sometimes He disposes matter and at the 
same time introduces the form. But the order of 
Divine wisdom demands that it should not be 
thus; for as it is stated in the book on the 
Heavens,' “Of those things that have a natural 
capacity for the perfect good, one has it with- 
out movement, some by one movement, some 
1 Aristotle, 1, 12 (292822), 
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by several,” Now to possess the perfect’ good 
without movement, belongs to that which has it 
naturally, and to have Happiness naturally. be- 
longs to God alone. Therefore it belongs to God 
alone not to be moved towards Happiness by 
any previous operation. Now since Happiness 
surpasses every created nature, no mere crea- 
ture can fittingly gain Happiness, without the 
movement of operation, whereby it tends to it. 
But the angel, who is above man in the natural 
order, obtained it according to the order of Di- 
vine wisdom by one movement of a meritorious 
work, as was explained in the First Part (qQ. 
LXII, A. 5); man however obtains it by many 
movements of works which are called merits. 
Hence also according to the Philosopher,? “hap- 
piness is the reward of works of virtue.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Works are necessary to man in 
order to gain Happiness not on account of the 
insufficiency of the Divine power which bestows 
Happiness, but that the order in things be ob- 
served. 

Reply Obj. 2. God produced the first crea- 
tures so that they were perfect at once without 
any previous disposition or operation of the 
creature because He instituted the individuals 
of the various species, that through them nature 
might be propagated to their progeny And in 
like manner, because Happiness was to be be- 
stowed on others through Christ, Who is God 
and Man, Who, according to Heb. 2. 10, kad 
brought many children into glory, therefore, 
from the very beginning of His conception His 
soul was happy, without any preceding meritori- 
ous operation. But this is peculiar to Him, for 
Christ’s merit avails baptized children for the 
gaining of Happiness, though they have no mer- 
its of their own, because by Baptism they are 
made members of Christ. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Apostle is speaking of the 
Happiness of Hope, which is bestowed on us by 
sanctifying grace, which is not given on account 
of previous works. For grace is not a term of 
movement, as Happiness is; rather is it the prin- 
ciple of the movement that tends towards Hap- 
piness. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Every Man Desires 
Happiness? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that not all desire Happiness. 

Objection 1. For no man can desire what he 
knows not, since the good apprehended is the 
object of the appetite.’ But many do not know 
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what Happiness is. This is evident from the fact 
that, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 4),! 
“some thought that Happiness consists in pleas- 


ures of the body; some, in a power of the soul;: 
some, in other things.” Therefore not all desire 


Happiness. 

Obj. 2. Further, the essence of Happiness is 
the vision of the Divine Essence, as stated 
above (Q. 111, A. 8). But some consider it impos- 
sible for man to see the Divine Essence,” and so 
they do not desire it. Therefore all men do not 
desire Happiness. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 5)® that “happy is he who has all he de- 
sires, and desires nothing amiss.” But all do not 
desire this; for some desire certain things amiss, 
and yet they wish to desire such things. There- 
fore all do not desire Happiness. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xiii, 3) :4 “If that actor had said: ‘You all wish 
to be happy; you do not wish to be unhappy,’ 
he would have said that which none would have 
failed to acknowledge in his will.” Therefore 
everyone desires to be happy. 

I answer that, Happiness can be considered in 
two ways. First according to the general notion 
of happiness; and thus, of necessity, every man 
desires happiness. For the general notion of hap- 
piness consists in the perfect good, as stated 
above (AA. 3, 4). But since good is the object of 
the will, the perfect good of a man is that which 
entirely satisfies his will. Consequently to desire 
happiness is nothing else than to desire that 
one’s will be satisfied. And this everyone desires. 
Secondly we may speak of Happiness according 
to its special notion, as to that in which it con- 
sists. And thus all do not know Happiness, he- 
cause they do not know in what thing the gen- 
eral notion of happiness is found. And conse- 

IPL 42, 1018; cf. also City of God, xviu, 41 (PL qr, 
Gor). 

eee of Bénée; cf. Capelle, Amaury de Bene, p. 105; 
cf. William of Paris (Denifle, Chertularium, n. 128-1, 170). 
See Motte, RSPT (1933) pp. 27-46. 
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quently, in this respect, not all desire it, There- 
fore the reply to the first Objection is clear. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since the will follows the ap- 
prehension of the intellect or reason, just as it 
happens that where there is no real distinction 
there may be a distinction according to the con. 
sideration of reason, so does it happen that one 
and the same thing is desired in one way, and 
not desired in another. So that happiness may be 
considered urider the aspect of final and perfect 
good, which is the general notion of happiness; 
and thus the will naturally and of necessity 
tends to it, as stated above. Again it can be con- 
sidered under other special aspects, either on 
the part of the operation itself, or on the part of 
the operating power, or on the part of the ob- 
ject; and thus the will does not tend to it of 
necessity. 

Reply Obj. 3. This definition of Happiness 
given by some,®°—Happy is the man that has all 
he desires, or, whose every wish is fulfilled, is a 
good and adequate definition if it be understood 
in a certain way, but an inadequate definition if 
understood in another. For if we understand it 
absolutely of al] that man desires by his natural 
appetite, thus it is true that he who has all that 
he desires, is happy, since nothing satisfies 
man’s natural desire except the perfect good 
which is Happiness. But if we understand it of 
those things that man desires according to the 
apprehension of the reason, in this way it does 
not pertain to Happiness to have certain things 
that man desires; rather does it belong to un- 
happiness, in so far as the possession of such 
things hinders man from having all that he de- 
sires naturally; just as reason also sometimes 
accepts as true things that are a hindrance to 
the knowledge of truth. And it was through tak- 
ing this into consideration that Augustine added 
so as to include perfect Happiness,—that “he 
desires nothing amiss,” although the first part 
suffices if rightly understood, that is to say, that 
“happy is he who has all he desires.” 


&Cf. Augustine, De Trin., x111, s (PL 42, 1020); Peter 
Lombard, Sené., 1v, d. 49, chap. 1 (QR 11, 1029). 


TREATISE ON HUMAN ACTS 


1. Or THoose Acts WuHicH ARE Proper To Man 


(a) The Nature of Voluntary Acts in General 


QUESTION VI 


OF THE VOLUNTARY AND THE 
INVOLUNTARY 


(In Exght Articles) 


SINCE therefore Happiness must be gained by 
means of certain acts, we are obliged conse- 
quently to consider human acts, in order to 
know by what acts we may obtain Happiness, 
and by what acts we are prevented from obtain- 
ing it. But because operations and acts are con- 
cerned with things singular, consequently all 
practical knowledge is incomplete unless it take 
account of things in detail. The study of Mor- 
als, therefore, since it treats of human acts, 
should consider first the universal principles, 
and secondly matters of detail Part II-II. 

In treating of the universal principles, the 
points that offer themselves for our considera- 
tion are—(1) human acts themselves; (2) 
their principles (q. xLrx). Now of human acts 
some are proper to man; others are common to 
man and animals. And since Happiness is man’s 
proper good, those acts which are proper to 
man have a closer connection with Happiness 
than have those which are common to man 
and the other animals. First, then, we must 
consider those acts which are proper to man; 
secondly, those acts which are common to man 
and the other animals, and are called Passions 
(q. xx1I). The first of these points offers a two- 
fold consideration: (1) What makes a human 
act? (2) What distinguishes human acts (Q. 
XVIII) ? 

And since those acts are properly called hu- 
man which are voluntary, because the will is 
the rational appetite, which is proper to man, 
we must consider acts in so far as they are vol- 
untary. 

First, then, we must consider the voluntary 
and involuntary in general; secondly, those acts 
which are voluntary, as being elicited by the 
will, and as issuing from the will immediately (Q. 
vit) ; thirdly, those acts which are voluntary, as 


being commanded by the will, which issue from 
the will through the medium of the other pow- 
ers (Q. XVII). 

And because voluntary acts have certain cir- 
cumstances, according to which we form our 
judgment concerning them, we must first con- 
sider the voluntary and the involuntary, and 
afterwards, the circumstances of those acts 
which are found to be voluntary or involuntary 
(q. vit). Under the first head there are eight 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether there is any- 
thing voluntary in human acts? (2) Whether in 
irrational animals? (3) Whether there can be 
voluntariness without any action? (4) Whether 
violence can be done to the will? (5) Whether 
violence causes involuntariness? (6) Whether 
fear causes involuntariness? (7) Whether con- 
cupiscence causes involuntariness? (8) Whether 
ignorance causes involuntariness? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether There Is Anything 
Voluntary in Human Acts? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 

seems that there is nothing voluntary in human 
acts. 
’ Objection 1. For “that is voluntary which has 
its principle within itself,’ as Gregory of Nyssa 
(Nemesius, De Natura Hom. xxxii),! Damas- 
cene (De Fide Orthod. ii, 24),? and Aristotle’ 
declare. But the principle of human acts is not 
in man himself, but outside him, since man’s 
appetite is moved to act by the appetible object 
which is outside him, and is as ‘‘a mover un- 
moved.’* Therefore there is nothing voluntary 
in human acts. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher proves® that 
in animals no new act arises that is not pre- 
ceded by a motion from without. But all human 
acts are new, since none is eternal. Consequent- 
ly, the principle of all human acts is from with- 
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PART I OF SECOND PART Q. 6. ART. 1 


out, and therefore there is nothing voluntary in 
them. 

Ob). 3. Further, he that acts voluntarily can 
act of himself. But this is not true of man; for 
it is written (John 15. 5): Without Me you can 
do nothing. Therefore there is nothing volun- 
tary in human acts. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii)! that “the voluntary is an act con- 
sisting in a rational operation.”’ Now such are 
human acts. Therefore there is something vol- 
untary in human acts. 

I answer that, There must be something vol- 
untary in human acts. In order to make this 
clear, we must take note that the principle of 
some acts or movements Is within the agent, or 
that which is moved and that the principle of 
some movements or acts is outside. For when a 
stone is moved upwards, the principle of this 
movement is outside the stone; but when it is 
moved downwards, the principle of this move- 
ment is in the stone. Now of those things that 
are moved by an intrinsic principle, some move 
themselves, some not. For since every agent or 
thing moved acts or is moved for an end, as 
stated above (Q. 1, A. 2), those are perfectly 
moved by an intrinsic principle whose intrinsic 
principle is one not only of movement but of 
movement for an end. Now in order for a thing 
to be done for an end some knowledge of the 
end is necessary. Therefore, whatever so acts or 
is so moved by an intrinsic principle that it has 
some knowledge of the end, has within itself the 
principle of its act, so that it not only acts, but 
acts for an end. On the other hand, if a thing 
has no knowledge of the end, even though it 
have an intrinsic principle of action or move- 
ment. nevertheless the principle of acting or be- 
ing moved for an end is not in that thing, but in 
something else. by which the principle of its ac- 
tion towards an end is imprinted on it. There- 
fore things of this kind ure not said to move 
themselves, but to be moved by others. But 
those things which have a knowledge of the end 
are said to move themselves because there is in 
them a principle by which they not only act but 
also act for an end. And consequently, since 
both are from an intrinsic principle, namely, 
that they act and that they act for an end, the 
movements of such things are said to be volun- 
tary, for the word voluntary implies that their 
movements and acts are from their own inclina- 
tion. Hence it is that, according to the defini- 
tions of Aristotle, Gregory of Nyssa, and Dam- 
ascene (obj. 1), the voluntary is defined not 

1 Chap. 24 (PG 94, 953). 
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only as having “a principle within” the agent, 
but also as implying “knowledge.” Therefore, 
since man especially knows the end of his work, 
and moves himself, in his acts especially is the 
voluntary to be found. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every principle is a first 
principle, Therefore, although it is essential to 
the voluntary act that its principle be within the 
agent, nevertheless it is not contrary to the na- 
ture of the voluntary act that this intrinsic 
principle be caused or moved by an extrinsic 
principle, because it is not essential to the vol- 
untary act that its intrinsic principle be a first 
principle. Yet again it must be observed that a 
principle of movement may happen to be first in 
a genus, but not first absolutely; thus in the 
genus of things subject to alteration, the first 
mover is a heavenly body, which nevertheless 
is not the first mover absolutely, but is moved 
locally by a higher mover. And so the intrinsic 
principle of the voluntary act, which is the 
knowing and appetitive power, is the first prin- 
ciple in the genus of appetitive movement, al- 
though it is moved by an extrinsic principle ac- 
cording to other species of movement. 

Reply Obj. 2. New movements in animals are 
indeed preceded by a motion from without; and 
this in two respects. First, in so far as by means 
of an extrinsic motion an animal’s senses are 
confronted with something sensible, which, on 
being apprehended, moves the appetite. Thus 
a lion, on seeing a stag in movement and coming 
towards him, begins to be moved towards the 
Stag. Secondly, in so far as some extrinsic mo- 
tion produces a physical change in an animal’s 
body, as in the case of cold or heat; and through 
the body being thus changed by the motion of 
an outward body, the sensitive appetite which 
is the power of a bodily organ, is also moved in- 
directly; thus it happens that through some al- 
teration in the body the appetite is roused to the 
desire of something. But this is not contrary to 
the nature of voluntariness, as stated above 
(reply 1), for such movements caused by an ex- 
trinsic principle are of another genus of move- 
ment. 

Reply Obj. 3. God moves man to act not only 
by proposing the appetible to the Senses, or by 
effecting a change in his body, but also by mov- 
ing the will itself, because every movement 
either of the will or of nature, proceeds from 
God as the First Mover. And just as it is not in- 
compatible with nature that the natural move- 
ment be from God as the First Mover, since na- 
ture is an instrument of God moving it, so it is 
not contrary to the notion of a voluntary act 
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that it proceed from Gad in so far-as the will is 
moved by God. Nevertheless both natural and 
yoluntary movements have this in common, 
that it is essential that they should proceed from 
a principle within the agent. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether There Is Anything 
Voluntary in Irrational Animals? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that there is nothing voluntary in irra- 
tional animals. . 

Objection 1. For a thing is called “voluntary” 
from volunias (will). Now since the will is “in 
the reason,’”! it cannot be in irrational animals. 
Therefore neither is there anything voluntary in 
them. 

Obj. 2. Further, according as human acts are 
voluntary, man is said to be master of his ac- 
tions. But irrational animals are not masters of 
their actions; for “they act not; rather are they 
acted upon,” as Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii).? Therefore there is no such thing as 
a voluntary act in irrational animals. 

Obj. 3. Further, Damascene says (7bid.)* that 
“voluntary acts lead to praise and blame.” But 
neither praise nor blame is due to the acts of ir- 
rational animals. Therefore such acts are not 
voluntary. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ that 
“both children and irrational animals partici- 
pate in the voluntary.” The same is said by 
Damascene (loc. cit.) and Gregory of Nyssa.® 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), it is 
essential to the voluntary act that its principle 
be within the agent, together with some knowl- 
edge of the end. Now knowledge of the end is 
twofold: perfect and imperfect. Perfect knowl- 
edge of the end consists in not only apprehend- 
ing the thing which is the end, but also in know- 
ing it under the aspect of end, and the rela- 
tionship of the means to that end. And such 
knowledge belongs only to the rational nature. 
But imperfect knowledge of the end consists in 
mere apprehension of the end, without knowing 
it under the aspect of end, or the relationship of 
an act to the end. Such knowledge of the end is 
exercised by irrational animals through their 
senses and their natural estimative power. 

Consequently perfect knowledge of the end 
leads to the perfect voluntary act according as, 
having apprehended the end, a man can, from 
deliberating about the end and the means to it, 
be moved, or not moved, to gain that end. But 

1 Aristotle, Soud, 111, 9 (432%5). ? Chap. 27 (PG 94, 960). 
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imperfect knowledge of the end leads to the im- 
perfect voluntary act, according as the agent ap- 
prehends the end, but does not deliberate, and is 
moved to the end at once. Therefore the volun- 
tary act in its perfection belongs to none but the 
rational nature; but the imperfect voluntary 
act pertains to even irrational animals. 

Reply Obj. 1. The will is the name of the ra- 
tional appetite, and consequently it cannot be in 
things devoid of reason. But the word “volun- 
tary” is derived from voluntas (will), and can 
be extended to those things in which there is 
some participation of will, by way of likeness. 
It is thus that voluntary action is attributed to 
irrational animals, in so far as they are moved 
to an end through some kind of knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 2. The fact that man is master of 
his actions is due to his being able to deliberate 
about them, for since the deliberating reason is 
indifferently disposed to opposite things, the 
will can be inclined to either. But it is not thus 
that voluntariness is in irrational animals, as 
stated above. 

Reply Obj. 3. Praise and blame are the result 
of the voluntary act, in which the perfect no- 
tion of voluntariness is to be found, such as is 
not to be found in irrational animals. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Can Be Voluntari- 
ness Without Any Act? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that voluntariness cannot be without any 
act. 

Objection 1. For that is voluntary which pro- 
ceeds from the will. But nothing can proceed 
from the will except through some act, at least 
an act of the will. Therefore there cannot be 
voluntariness without act. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as one is said to wish by 
an act of the will, so when the act of the will 
ceases, one is said not to wish. But not to wish 
causes involuntariness, which is opposed to vol- 
untariness. Therefore there can be nothing vol- 
untary when the act of the will ceases. 

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge is essential to the 
voluntary, as stated above (AA. 1, 2). But knowl- 
edge involves an act. Therefore voluntariness 
cannot be without some act. 

On the contrary, the word “voluntary” is ap- 
plied to that of which we are masters. Now we 
are masters in respect of to act and not to act, 
to will and not to will. Therefore just as to act 
and to will are voluntary, so also are not to act 
and not to will. 

I answer that, Voluntary is what proceeds 
from the will. Now one thing proceeds from an- 
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other in two ways, First, directly, in which sense 
something proceeds from another inasmuch as 
this other acts; for instance, heating from heat. 
Secondly, indirectly in-which sense something 
proceeds from another through this other not 
acting; thus the sinking of a ship is set down to 
the helmsman, from his having ceased to steer. 
But we must take note that the cause of what 
follows from want of action is not always the 
agent'as not acting, but only then when the 
agent can and ought to act. For if the helms- 
man were unable to steer the ship, or if the 
ship’s helm he not entrusted to him, the sinking 
of the ship would not be set down to him, al- 
though it might be due to his absence from the 
helm. 

Since, then, the will by willing and acting, is 
able, and sometimes ought, to hinder not-will- 
ing and not-acting, this not-willing and not-act- 
ing is imputed to the will as though arising from 
it. And thus it is that we can have the volun- 
tary without an act; sometimes without out- 
ward act, but with an interior act, for instance, 
when one wills not to act; and sometimes with- 
out even an interior act, as when one does not 
will to act. 

Reply Obj. 1. We apply the word “voluntary” 
not only to that which proceeds from the will 
directly, as from its action, but also to that 
which proceeds from it indirectly as from its in- 
action. 

Reply Obj. 2. “Not to wish” is said in two 
senses. First, as though it were one word, and 
the infinitive of “I-do-not-wish.” Consequently 
just as when I say “I do not wish to read,” the 
sense is, “I wish not to read.” so “not to wish to 
read” is the same as ‘‘to wish not to read,” and 
in this sense “not to wish” implies involuntari- 
ness. Secondly it is taken as a sentence, and 
then no act of the will is affirmed. And in this 
sense “not to wish” does not cause involuntari- 
ness. 

Reply Obj. 3. Voluntariness requires an act 
of knowledge in the same way as it requires an 
act of will; namely, in order that it be in one’s 
power to consider, to wish, and to act. And then, 
just as not to wish, and not to act, when it is 
time to wish and to act, Is voluntary, so is it 
voluntary not to consider. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Violence Can Be 
Done to the Will? 
We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that violence can be done to the will. 
Objection 1. For everything can be compelled 
by that which is more powerful. But there is 
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something, namely, God, that is more powerful 
than the human will. Therefore it can be com: 
pelled, at least by Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, every passive subject i is com~ 
pelled by its active principle when it is changed 
by it. But the will is a passive force, “for it is.a 
mover moved.”! Therefore, since it is sometimes 
moved by its active principle, it seems that 
sometimes it is compelled. 

‘Obj. 3. Further, violent movement is that 
which is contrary to nature. But the movement 
of the will is sometimes contrary to nature, as 
is clear of the will’s movement to sin, which is 
contrary to nature, as Damascene says (De 
Fide Orthod. iv, 20).? Therefore the movement 
of the will can be compelled. 

On the contrary, Augustine says’ that what is 
done by the will is not done of necessity, Now, 
whatever is done under compulsion is done of 
necessity. Consequently what is done by the will 
cannot be compelled. Therefore the will cannot 
be compelled to act. 

I answer that, The act of the will is twofold: 
one is its immediate act, as it were, elicited by 
it, namely, to wish; the other is an act of the 
will commanded by it, and put into execution 
by means of some other power, such as to walk 
and to speak, which are commanded by the will 
to be executed by means of the power of move- 
ment. 

As regards the commanded acts of the will, 
then, the will can suffer violence, in so far as 
violence can prevent the exterior members from 
executing the will’s command. But as to the 
will’s own proper act, violence cannot be done 
to the will. 

The reason of this is that the act of the will 
is nothing else than an inclination proceeding 
from the interior principle of knowledge, just as 
the natural appetite is an inclination proceeding 
from an interior principle without knowledge. 
Now what is compelled or violent is from an ex- 
terior principle. Consequently it is contrary to 
the notion of the will’s own act that it should be 
subject to compulsion or violence, just as it is 
also contrary to the notion of the natural in- 
clination or movement of a stone that it should 
be borne upwards. For a stone may have an up- 
ward movement from violence, but that this vi- 
olent movement be from its natural inclination 
is impossible. In like manner a man may be 
dragged by force, but it is contrary to the very 
notion of violence that he be thus dragged of 
his own will. 


1 Aristotle, Soul, m1, 10 (433%9; 516). 
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Reply Obj. 1. God Who is more powerful 
than the human will, can move the will of man, 
according to Prov. 21.1: The heart of the king 
is tm the hand of the Lord; whithersoever He 
will He shall turn it. But if this were by com- 
pulsion, it would no longer be by an act of the 
will, nor would the will itself be moved, but 
something else against the will. 

Reply 00). 2. It is not always a violent move- 
ment when a passive subject is changed by its 
active principle, but only when this is done 
against the interior inclination of the passive 
subject. Otherwise every alteration and genera- 
tion of simple bodies would be unnatural and 
violent, whereas they are natural by reason of 
the natural interior aptitude of the matter or 
subject to such a disposition. In like manner 
when the will is moved according to its own in- 
clination by the appetible object, this move- 
ment is not violent but voluntary. 

Reply Obj. 3. That to which the will tends by 
sinning, although in reality, it is evil and con- 
trary (o the rational nature, nevertheless is ap- 
prehended as something good and suitable to na- 
ture in so far as it is suitable to man by reason 
of some pleasurable sensation or some corrupt 
habit. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Violence Causes 
Involuntariness? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that violence does not cause involuntari- 
ness. 

Objection 1. For we speak of voluntariness 
and involuntariness in respect of the will. But 
violence cannot be done to the will, as shown 
above (A. 4). Therefore violence cannot cause 
jnvoluntariness. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is done involun- 
tarily is done with grief, as Damascene (De 
Fide Orthod. ii)! and the Philosopher’ say. But 
sometimes a man suffers compulsion without be- 
ing grieved thereby. Therefore violence does 
not cause involuntariness. 

Obj. 3. Further, what is from the will cannot 
be involuntary. But some violent actions pro- 


ceed from the will, for instance, when a man. 


with a heavy body goes upwards, or when a man 
contorts his limbs in a way contrary to their 
natural flexibility. Therefore violence does not 
cause involuntariness. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher’ and Dama- 
scene (loc. cit.) say that “things done under 
compulsion are involuntary.” 
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I answer that, Violence is directly oppesed to 
the voluntary, as likewise to the natural. For the 
voluntary and the natural have this in common, 
that both are from an intrinsic principle, where- 
as violence is from an extrinsic principle. And 
for this reason, just as in things devoid of 
knowledge, violence effects something against 
nature, so in things endowed with knowledge, 
it effects something against the will. Now that 
which is against nature is said to be unnatural; 
and in like manner that which is against the will 
is said to be involuntary. Therefore violence 
causes involuntariness. 

Reply Obj. 1. The involuntary is opposed to 
the voluntary. Now it has been said (A. 4) that 
not only the act, which proceeds immediately 
from the will, is called voluntary, but also the 
act commanded by the will. Consequently, as to 
the act which proceeds immediately from the 
will, violence cannot be done to the will, as 
stated above (ibid.). But as to the commanded 
act, the will can suffer violence, and conse- 
quently in this respect violence causes involun- 
tariness. 

Reply Obj. 2. As that is said to be natural 
which is according to the inclination of nature, 
so that is said to be voluntary which is accord- 
ing to the inclination of the will. Now a thing is 
said to be natural in two ways. First, because it 
is from nature as from an active principle; thus 
it is natural for fire to produce heat. Secondly. 
according to a passive principle, because, name- 
ly, there is an innate inclination to receive an ac- 
tion from an extrinsic principle; thus the move- 
ment of the heavens is said to be natural by rea- 
son of the natural aptitude in a heavenly body 
‘to receive such movement, although the cause 
of that movement is a voluntary agent. In like 
manner an act is said to be voluntary in two 
ways. First, in regard to action, for instance, 
when one wishes to act; secondly. in regard to 
passion, as when one wishes to be acted upon by 
another. Hence when action is brought to bear 
on something by an extrinsic agent, as long as 
the will to suffer that action remains in the pas- 
sive subject there is not violence absolutely, for 
although the patient does nothing by way of ac- 
tion, he does something by being willing to suf- 
fer. Consequently this cannot be called involun- 
tary. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says,‘ the 
movement of an animal by which at times an 
animal is moved against the natural inclination 
of the body, although it is not natural to the 
body, is nevertheless somewhat natural to the 

4 Physics, vol, 4 (254"14), 
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animal, to which it is natural to be moved ac- 
cording to its appetite. Accordingly this is vio- 
lent not absolutely, but relatively. The same re- 
mark applies in the case of one who contorts his 
limbs in a way that is contrary to their natural 
disposition. For this is violent relatively, that is, 
as to that particular limb, but not absolutely, 
that is, as to the man himself. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Fear Causes Involun- 
tariness Simply? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that fear causes involuntariness simply. 

Objection 1. For just as is violence with re- 
spect to that which is contrary to the will at the 
time, so 1s fear with respect to a future evil 
which is contrary to the will. But violence causes 
involuntariness absolutely. Therefore fear too 
causes involuntariness absolutely. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is such of itself, 
remains such, whatever be added to it; thus 
what is hot of itself, as long as it remains, is 
still hot, whatever be added to it. But that which 
is done through fear is involuntary in itself. 
Therefore, even with the addition of fear, it is 
involuntary. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is such, subject to 
a condition, is such relatively; but what is such 
without any condition, is such absolutely; thus 
what is necessary, subject to a condition, is 
necessary relatively: hut what is necessary abso- 
lutely, is necessary simply. But that which ts 
done through fear is absolutely involuntary, 
and is not voluntary save under a condition, 
namely, in order that the evil feared may be 
avoided. Therefore that which is done through 
fear, is involuntary simply. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa’ and the 
Philosopher? say that such things as are done 
through fear are voluntary rather than involun- 
tary. 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says’ and 
likewise Gregory of Nyssa in his book on Man 
(Nemesius, loc. czt.), such things as are done 
through fear are of a mixed character, being 
partly voluntary and partly involuntary. For 
that which is done through fear, considered in 
itself, is not voluntary; but it becomes volun- 
tary in this particular case, in order, namely, to 
avoid the evil feared. 

But if the matter be considered rightly, such 
things are voluntary rather than involuntary; 
for they are voluntary absolutely, but involun- 
tary relatively. For a thing is said to be abso- 
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lutely, according as it is in act; but according as 
it is only in the apprehension, it is not absolute- 
ly, ‘but relatively. Now that which is done 
through fear is in act in so far as it is done. For, 
since acts are concerned with singulars, and the 
singular, as such, is here and now, that which is 
done is in act, in so far as it is here and now and 
under other individuating circumstances. And 
that which is done through fear, is voluntary, in 
so far as it is here and now, that is to say, in so 
far as in this instance it hinders a greater evil 
which was feared; thus the throwing of the cargo 
into the sea becomes voluntary during the storm, 
through fear of the danger. And so it is clear 
that it is voluntary absolutely. And hence it is 
that what is done out of fear possesses the char- 
acter of being voluntary, because its principle 
is within. But if we consider what is done 
through fear as being outside this particular 
case, and according as it is averse to the will, 
this is merely something existing in our reason. 
And consequently what is done through fear is 
involuntary, considered in that respect, that is 
to say, outside the actual circumstances of the 
case. 

Reply Obj. 1. Things done through fear and 
compulsion differ not only according to present 
and future time, but also in this, that the will 
does not consent, but is moved entirely counter 
to that which is done through compulsion, 
whereas what is done through fear becomes vol- 
untary because the will is moved towards it, al- 
though not for its own sake, but on account of 
something else, that is, in order to avoid an 
evil which is feared. For the conditions of a vol- 
untary act are satisfied if it be done on account 
of something else voluntary, since the voluntary 
is not only what we will for its own sake, as an 
end, but also what we will for the sake of some- 
thing else, as an end. It is clear therefore that in 
what is done from compulsion, the will does 
nothing inwardly; but in what is done through 
fear, the will does something. Accordingly, as 
Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, loc. cit.) says, in 
order to exclude things done through fear, a vio- 
lent action is defined as not only one, ‘‘the prin- 
ciple of which is from without,” but with the 
addition, “in which he that suffers violence in 
no way concurs,” because the will of him that is 
in fear does concur somewhat in that which he 
does through fear. 

Reply Obj. 2. Things that are such absolutely 
remain such, whatever be added to them, for in- 
stance, a cold thing, or a white thing; but things 
that are such relatively, vary according as they 
are compared with different things. For what is 
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hig in comparison with one thing is small in 
comparison with another. Now a thing is said to 
be voluntary, not only for its own sake, as it 
were absolutely, but also for the sake of some- 
thing else, as it were relatively. Accordingly, 
nothing prevents a thing which was not volun- 
tary in comparison with one thing from becom- 
ing voluntary when compared with another. 

Reply Obj. 3. That which is done through 
fear is voluntary without any condition, that is 
to say, according as it is actually done; but it is 
involuntary under a certain condition, that is, if 
such a fear were not threatening. Consequently, 
this argument proves rather the opposite. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Concupiscence Causes 
Involuntariness? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that concupiscence causes involun- 
tariness. 

Objection 1. For just as fear is a passion, so is 
concupiscence. But fear causes involuntariness 
to a certain extent. Therefore concupiscence 
does so too. 

0b}. 2, Further, just as the timid man through 
fear acts counter to that which he proposed, so 
does the incontinent, through concupiscence. 
But fear causes involuntariness to a certain ex- 
tent. Therefore concupiscence does so also. 

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge is necessary for 
voluntariness. But concupiscence impairs 
knowledge; for the Philosopher says! that de- 
light, or the lust of pleasure, destroys the judg- 
ment of prudence. Therefore concupiscence 
causes involuntariness. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 24) :? “The involuntary act deserves 
mercy or indulgence, and is done with regret.” 
But neither of these can be said of that which 
is done out of concupiscence. Therefore concu- 
piscence does not cause involuntariness. 

I answer that, Concupiscence does not cause 
involuntariness, but rather makes something to 
be voluntary. For a thing is said to be volun- 
tary from the fact that the will is moved to it. 
Now concupiscence inclines the will to desire 
the object of concupiscence. Therefore the effect 
of concupiscence is to make something to be 
voluntary rather than involuntary. 

Reply Obj. 1. Fear regards evil, but concu- 
piscence regards good. Now evil of itself is 
counter to the will, whereas good harmonizes 
with the will. Therefore fear is more inclined 
than concupiscence to cause involuntariness. 

Reply Obj. 2. He who acts from fear remains 
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averse in his will to:that which he.does, consid- 
ered in itself, But.he that. acts from concupis- 
cence, for example, an incontinent man, does 
not retain his former will whereby he repudiated 
the object of his concupiscence; for his will is 
changed, so that he desires that which previ- 
ously he repudiated. Accordingly, that which is 
done out of fear is involuntary to a certain ex- 
tent, but that which is done from concupiscence 
Is in no way involuntary. For the man who yields 
to concupiscence acts counter to that which he 
purposed at first. but not counter to that which 
he desires now; but the timid man acts counter 
to that which in itself he desires now. 

Reply Obj. 3. If concupiscence were to de- 
stroy knowledge altogether, as happens with 
those whom concupiscence has rendered mad, 
it would follow that concupiscence would take 
away voluntariness. And yet, properly speaking, 
it would not result in the act being involuntary, 
because in things bereft of reason, there is nei- 
ther voluntary nor involuntary. But sometimes 
in those actions which are done from concupis- 
cence, knowledge is not completely destroyed, 
because the power of knowing is not taken away 
entirely, but only the actual consideration in 
some particular possible act. Nevertheless, this 
itself is voluntary, according as by voluntary 
we mean that which is in the power of the will, 
as not to act and not to will, and in like man- 
ner not to consider; for the will can resist the 
passion, as we shall state later on (Q. x, A. 3; 
Q. LXXVII, A. 7). 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Ignorance Causes 
Involuntariness? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that ignorance does not cause involun- 
tariness. 

Objection 1. For the “involuntary act de- 
serves pardon,” as Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 24).2 But sometimes that which is 
done through ignorance does not deserve par- 
don, according to I Cor. 14. 38: /f any man 
know not, he shall not be known. Therefore ig- 
norance does not cause involuntariness. 

Obj. 2. Further, every sin implies ignorance, 
according to Prov. 14. 22: They err, that work 
evil. If, therefore, ignorance causes involuntari- 
ness, it would follow that every sin is involun- 
tary, which is opposed to the saying of August- 
ine, that “every sin is voluntary” (De Vera 
Relig. xiv).! 

Obj. 3. Further, “involuntariness is not with- 
out sadness,” as Damascene says (loc. cit.). 
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But some things are done out of ignorance, but 
without sadness; for instance, a man may killa 
foe, whom he wishes to kill, thinking at the time 
that he is killing a stag. Therefore ignorance 
does not cause involuntariness. : 

On the contrary, Damascene (Joc. ci.) and 
the Philosopher! say that “what is done through 
ignorance is involuntary.” 

I answer that, Ignorance causes involuntari- 
ness, by the very fact that it excludes knowl- 
edge, which is a necessary condition of volun- 
tariness, as was declared above (A. 1). But not 
every kind of ignorance deprives one of this 
knowledge. Accordingly, we must take note that 
ignorance has a threefold relationship to the act 
of the will: in one way, concomitantly; in an- 
other, consequently; in a third way, antecedent- 
ly. Ignorance is concomitant to the act when a 
person is ignorant of what he is doing but would 
do it just the same if he knew. For then, ignor- 
ance does not induce one to wish this to be done, 
but it just happens that a thing is at the same 
time done and not known; thus in the example 
given (obj. 3) a man did indeed wish to kill his 
foe, but killed him in ignorance, thinking to kill 
a stag. And ignorance of this kind, as the Phi- 
losopher states,? does not cause involuntariness, 
since it is not the cause of anything that is 
averse to the will; but it causes non-voluntari- 
ness, since that which is unknown cannot be 
actually willed. 

Ignorance is consequent to the act of the will 
in so far as ignorance itself is voluntary and this 
happens in two ways, in accordance with the 
two kinds of voluntary acts mentioned above. 
(A. 3). First, because the act of the will is 
brought to bear on the ignorance, as when a 
man wishes not to know, that he may have an 
excuse for sin, or that he may not be withheld 
from sin, according to Job 21.14: We desire not 
the knowledge of Thy ways. And this is called 
“affected ignorance.” Secondly, ignorance is said 
to be voluntary with respect to that which one 
can and ought to know, for in this sense not to 
act and not to will are said to be voluntary, as 
stated above (A. 3). And ignorance of this kind 
happens either when one does not actually con- 
sider what one can and aught to consider, which 
is called “ignorance of evil choice,” and arises 
from some passion or habit; or it happens when 
one does not take the trouble to acquire the 
knowledge which one ought to have in which 
sense, ignorance of the general principles of law, 
which one ought to know, is voluntary, as being 
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due to negligence. Accordingly if, in either of 
these ways, ignorance is voluntary, it canhot 
cause involuntariness: simply. Nevertheless, ‘it 
causes involuntariness relatively, since it pre- 
cedes the movement of the will towards the act, 
which movement would not be, if there were 
knowledge. a 

Ignorance is antecedent to the act of the will 
when it is not voluntary, and yet is the cause of 
man’s willing what he would not will otherwise. 
Thus a man may be ignorant of some circum- 
stance of his act which he was not bound to 
know, the result being that he does that which 
he would not do if he knew of tHat circum- 
stance; for instance, a man, after taking proper 
precaution, may not know that someone is 
coming along the road, so that he shoots an ar- 
row and slays a passer-by. Such ignorance 
causes involuntariness absolutely. 

From this may be gathered the solution of the 
objections. For the first objection deals with ig- 
norance of what a man is bound to know. The 
second, with ignorance of choice, which is 
voluntary to a certain extent. as stated above. 
The third, of that ignorance which is concomi- 
tant with the act of the will. 


QUESTION VII 
OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF HUMAN ACTS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the circumstances of hu- 
man acts, under which head there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) What is a circumstance? 
(2) Whether a theologian should take note of 
the circumstances of human acts? (3) How 
many circumstances are there? (4) Which are 
the most important of them? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether a Circumstance Is an 
Accident of a Human Act? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that a circumstance is not an acci- 
dent of a human act. 

Objection 1. For Tully says (De Invent. 
Rhetor. i)® that a circumstance is that from 
which an orator adds authority and strength to 
his argument. But oratorical arguments are de- 
rived principally from things pertaining to the 
substance of a thing, such as the definition, the 
genus, the species, and the like, from which also 
Tully declares that an orator should draw his 
arguments.* Therefore a circumstance is not an 
accident of a human act. 
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| Gbj. 2. Further, “to be in” is proper to an ac- 
cident. But that which surrounds (circumsta?) 
is rather out than in. Therefore the circum- 
stances are not accidents of human acts. 

Obj. 3. Further, an accident has no accident. 
But human acts themselves are accidents. 
Therefore the circumstances are not accidents 
of acts. 

On the contrary, The particular conditions of 
any singular thing are called its individuating 
accidents. But the Philosopher calls the circum- 
stances particular things, 7.¢., the particular 
conditions of each act.! Therefore the circum- 
stances are individual accidents of human acts. 

I answer that, Since, according to the Philoso- 
pher,? words are the signs of what we under- 
stand, it must be that in naming things we fol- 
low the process of intellectual knowledge. Now 
our intellectual knowledge proceeds from the 
better known to the less known. Accordingly 
with us, names of more known things are trans- 
ferred so as to signify things less known; and 
hence it is that, as stated in the Metaphysics,? 
the notion of distance has been transferred 
from things that are apart locally, to all kinds 
of opposition, and in like manner words that 
signify local movement are employed to desig- 
nate all other movements, because bodies which 
are circumscribed by place, are best known to 
us. And hence it is that the word “circumstance” 
has passed from things in place to human acts. 

Now in things in place, that is said to sur- 
round something which is outside it, but touches 
it, or is near to it in place. Accordingly, what- 
ever conditions are outside the substance of an 
act and yet in some way touch the human act 
are called circumstances. Now what is outside a 
thing’s substance but pertains to that thing, is 
called its accident. Therefore the circumstances 
of human acts should be called their accidents. 

Reply 06]. 1. The orator gives strength to his 
argument, in the first place, from the substance 
of the act, and, secondly, from the circum- 
stances of the act. Thus a man becomes indict- 
able, first, through being guilty of murder; sec- 
ondly, through having done it deceitfully, or 
from motives of greed, or at a holy time or 
place, and so forth. And so in the passage 
quoted, it is said pointedly that the orator ‘‘adds 
strength to his argument,” as though this were 
something secondary. 

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is said to be an accident 
of something in two ways. First, from being in 
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that thing; thus, whiteness is said to be an acci- 
dent of Socrates. Secondly, because it is togeth- 
er with that thing in the same subject; thus, 
whiteness is an accident of music, in so far as 
they meet in the same subject, so as to touch 
one another, as it were. And in this sense cir- 
cumstances are said to be the accidents of hu- 
man acts. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (reply 2), an 
accident is said to be the accident of an accident, 
from the fact that they meet in the same sub- 
ject. But this happens in two ways. First, in so 
far as two accidents are both related to the 
same subject without any relation to one an- 
other, as whiteness and music in Socrates. Sec- 
ondly, when such accidents are related to one 
another, as when the subject receives one acci- 
dent by means of the other; for instance, a body 
receives colour by means of its surface. And in 
this way also one accident is said to be in an- 
other: for we speak of colour as being in the 
surface. 

Accordingly, circumstances are related to acts 
in both these ways. For some circumstances that 
have a relation to acts pertain to the agent 
otherwise than through the act, such as place 
and condition of person; but others belong to 
the agent by reason of the act, as for example 
the manner in which the act is done. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Theologians Should Take 
Note of the Circumstances of Human Acts? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that theologians should not take note of 
the circumstances of human acts. 

Objection 1. Because theologians do not con- 
sider humun acts otherwise than according to 
their quality of good or evil. But it seems that 
circumstances cannot give quality to human 
acts, for a thing is never qualified, formally 
speaking, by that which is outside it, but by 
that which Is in it. Therefore theologians should 
not take note of the circumstances of acts. 

Obj. 2. Further, circumstances are the acci- 
dents of acts. But one thing may be subject to 
an infinity of accidents; hence the Philosopher 
says‘ that ‘“‘no art or science considers accidental 
being,” except the art of sophistry. Therefore 
the theologian has not to consider circum- 
stances. 

Obj. 3. Further, the consideration of circum-~- 
stances belongs to the rhetorician. But rhetoric 
is not a part of theology. Therefore it is not a 
theologian’s: business to consider circumstances. 

On the contrary, Ignorance of circumstances 
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causes an act to be involuntary, according to 
Damaseene (De Fide Orthod. ii)! and Gregory 
of Nyssa (Nemesius,—De Nat. Hom. xxxi).? 
But involuntariness excuses from sin, the con- 
sideration of which belongs to the theologian. 
Therefore circumstances also should be consid- 
ered by the theologian. 

I answer that, Circumstances come under the 
consideration of the theologians for a threefold 
reason. First, because the theologian considers 
human acts in so far as man is thereby ordered 
to Happiness. Now, everything that is ordered 
to an end should be proportionate to that end. 
But acts are made proportionate to an end by 
means of a certain commensurateness, which re- 
sults from the due circumstances. Hence the 
theologian has to consider the circumstances. 
Secondly, because the theologian considers hu- 
man acts according as they are found to be good 
or evil, better or worse, and this diversity de- 
pends on circumstances, as we shall see further 
on (Q. XVIII, AA. 10, 115 Q. LXXIII, A. 7). Third- 
ly, because the theologian considers human acts 
under the aspect of merit and demerit, which is 
proper to human acts; and for this it is requi- 
site that they be voluntary. Now a human act ts 
judged to be voluntary or involuntary according 
to knowledge or ignorance of circumstances, as 
stated above (cf. Q. vi, A. 8). Therefore the 
theologian has to consider circumstances. 

Reply Obj. 1. Good ordered to the end is said 
to be useful, and this implies some kind of rela- 
tion; therefore the Philosopher says’ that “good 
in relation to something, is the useful.” Now, in 
the genus “relation” a thing is denominated not 
only according to that which 1s inherent in the 
thing, but also according to that which is ex- 
trinsic to it, as may be seen in the expressions 
right and left, equal and unequal, and the like. 
Accordingly, since the goodness of acts con- 
sists in their usefulness to the end, nothing hin- 
ders their being called good or bad according to 
their proportion to extrinsic things adjacent to 
them. 

Reply Obj. 2. Accidents which are altogether 
accidental are neglected by every art, by reason 
of their uncertainty and infinity. But accidents 
of this kind are not what we call circumstances, 
because circumstances, although, as stated above 
(a. 1), they are extrinsic to the act, nevertheless 
are in a kind of contact with it, by being re- 
lated to it. Proper accidents, however, come un- 
der the consideration of art. 

Reply Obj. 3. The consideration of circum- 
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stances belongs to the moralist, the politician, 
and the rhetorician. To the moralist, in so far 
as with respect to circumstances we find or lose 
the mean of virtue in human acts and passions. 
To the politician and to the rhetorician, in so 
far as circumstances make acts to be worthy of 
praise or blame, of excuse or indictment. In dif- 
ferent ways, however, because where the rhetori- 
cian persuades, the politician judges. To the 
theologian this consideration belongs in all the 
ways mentioned, since to him all the other arts 
are subservient; for he has to consider virtuous 
and vicious acts, just as the moralist does, and 
with the rhetorician and politician he considers 
acts according as they are deserving of reward 
or punishment. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Circumstances Are 
Properly Set Forthin the Third Book of Ethics? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article; It 
would seem that the circumstances are not prop- 
erly set forth in the Ethics.‘ 

Objection 1. For a circumstance of an act is 
described as something outside the act. Now 
time and place answer to this description. There- 
fore there are only two circumstances, namely, 
when and where. 

Obj. 2. Further, we judge from the circum- 
stances whether a thing is well or ill done. But 
this belongs to the mode of an act. Therefore all 
the circumstances are included under one, which 
is the mode of acting. 

Obj. 3. Further, circumstances are not part of 
the substance of an act. But the causes of an 
act seem to belong to its substance. Therefore 
no circumstance should be taken from the cause 
of the act itself. Accordingly, neither “who,” 
nor “why,’ nor “about what,” are circum- 
stances, since “‘who’’ refers to the efficient cause, 
“why” to the final cause, and ‘‘about what’ to 
the material cause. 

On the contrary is the authority of the Philos- 
opher in the Ethics.5 

I answer that, Tully, in his Rhetoric (De In- 
vent. Rhetor. i),° gives seven circumstances, 
which are contained in this verse: 

Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, 

guando— 

Who, what, where, by what aids, why, how, 

and when. 
For in acts we must take note of who did it, 
by what aids or instruments he did it, what he 
did, where he did it. why he did it, how and 
when he did it. But Aristotle in the Ethics’ 
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added yet another, namely, about what, which 
Tully included in the circumstance what. 

The reason of this enumeration may be set 
down.as follows. For a. circumstance is described 
as something outside the substance of the act, 
and yet in a way touching it. Now this happens 
in three ways: first, in so far as it touches the 
act itself; secondly, in so far as it touches the 
cause of the act; thirdly, in so far as it touches 
the effect. It touches the act itself either by way 
of measure, as time and place, or by way of 
qualifying the act, as the mode of acting. It 
touches the effect when we consider what is done. 
It touches the cause of the act, as to the final 
cause, by the circumstance why; as to the mate- 
rial cause, or object, in the circumstance about 
what; as to the principal efficient cause, in the 
circumstance who; and as to the instrumental 
agent cause, in the circumstance by what aids. 

Reply Obj. 1. Time and place surround (cir- 
cumstant) the act by way of measure, but the 
others surround the act by touching it in any 
other way, while at the same time they are ex- 
trinsic to the substance of the act. 

Reply Obj. 2. This mode “well” or “ill” is not 
a circumstance, but results from all the circum- 
stances. But the mode which pertains to a qual- 
ity of the act is a special circumstance; for in- 
stance, that a man walk fast or slowly, that he 
strike hard or gently, and so forth. 

Reply Obj. 3. A condition of the cause, on 
which the substance of the act depends, is not 
a circumstance but an additional condition. 
Thus, in regard to the object, it is not a circum- 
stance of theft that the object is another's prop- 
erty, for this belongs to the substance of the act, 
but that it be great or small. And the same ap- 
plies to the other causes. For the end that spe- 
cies the act is not a circumstance, but some 
additional end. Thus, that a valiant man act 
valiantly for the sake of the good of the virtue 
of fortitude is not a circumstance. but rather if 
he act valiantly for the sake of the delivery of 
the state, or of Christendom, or some such pur- 
pose, The same is to be said with regard to the 
circumstance what; for that a man by pouring, 


water on someone should happen to wash him’ 


is not a circumstance of the washing, but that 
in doing so he give him a chill, or scald him, 
heal him or harm him, these are circumstances. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Most Important 
Circumstances Are “Why” and “In 
What the Act Conststs?” 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that these are not the most .impor- 
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tant circumstances, namely, “why” and those 
“in which the act is,” as stated in the Zikics.' 

Objection 1. For those “in which the act is” 
seem to be place and time, and these do not 
seem to be the most important of the circum- 
stances, since, of them all, they are the most ex- 
trinsic to the act. Therefore “those things in 
which the act is” are not the most important cir- 
cumstances. 

Obj. 2. Further, the end of a thing is extrinsic 
to it. Therefore it is not the most important cir- 
cumstance. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which holds the fore- 
most place in regard to each thing is its cause 
and its form. But the cause of an act is the per- 
son that does it, while the form of an act is the 
manner in which it is done. Therefore these two 
circumstances seem to be of the greatest impor- 
tance. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa? says that 
“the most important circumstances are why it 
is done and what is done.” 

I answer that, As stated above (gq. I, A. 1), 
acts are properly called human according as 
they are voluntary. Now, the motive and object 
of the will is the end. Therefore that circum- 
stance is the most important of all which touches 
the act on the part of the end, namely, the cir- 
cumstance “why”; and the second in impor- 
tance is that which touches the very substance 
of the act, namely, the circumstance ‘what he 
did.” As to the other circumstances, they are 
more or less important according as they more 
or less approach to these. 

Reply Obj. 1. By those things “in which the 
act is” the Philosopher does not mean time 
and place, but those circumstances that are 
joined to the act itself. Therefore Gregory of 
Nyssa, as though he were explaining the dic- 
tum of the Philosopher instead of the latter’s 
term,—‘‘in which the act is,” said, “what is 
done.” 

Reply Obj. 2. Although the end is not part 
of the substance of the act, vet it is the most 
important cause of the act, since it moves the 
agent to act. Therefore the moral act is spe- 
cified chiefly by the end. 

Reply Obj. 3. The person that does the act is 
the cause of that act in so far as he is moved to 
it by the end; and it is chiefly in this respect 
that he is ordered to the act; but the other con- 
ditions of the person have not such an impor- 
tant relation to the act. As to the mode, it is not 
the substantial form of the act, for in an act the 

1 Aristotle, mr, 1 (r1r1°18). 

2 Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., xxx1 (PG 40, 728). 
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substantial form depends on the object and term 
orend; but it is, as it were, a certain accidental 
quality of the act. 


QUESTION VIII 


OF THE WILL, IN REGARD TO' WHAT IT 
WILLS : 
(In Three Articles) 


WE must now consider the different acts of the 
will; and in the first place, those acts which be- 
long to the will itself immediately, as being 
elicited by the will; secondly, those acts which 
are commanded by the will (Q. xvit). 

Now the will is moved to the end, and to the 
means to the end. We must therefore consider 
(1) Those acts of the will by which it is moved 
to the end; and (2) those whereby it is moved 
to the means (Q. xm). And since it seems that 
there are three acts of the will in reference to 
the end; namely, volition, enjoyment, and in- 
tention, we must consider (1) Volition; (2) en- 
joyment (Q. xz); (3) intention (9. x11).—Con- 
cerning the first, three things must be consid- 
ered: (1) Of what things is the will? (2) By 
what is the will moved (Q. 1x)? (3) How is it 
moved (qQ. x)? 

Under the first head there are three points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether the will is of good only? 
(2) Whether it is of the end only, or also of the 
means? (3) If in any way it is of the means, 
whether it is moved to the end and to the means 
by the one movement? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Will Is of Good Only? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that the will is not of good only. 

Objection 1. For the same power regards 
opposites; for inslance, sight regards white 
and black. But good and evil are opposites. 
Therefore the will is not only of good, but also 
of evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, rational powers can be di- 
rected to opposite purposes, according to the 
Philosopher.! But the will is a rational power, 
since it is “in the reason,” as is stated in the 
book of the Soul.2 Therefore the will can be 
directed to opposites. And consequently its 
volition is not confined to good, but extends 
to evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, good and being are converti- 
ble. But will is directed not only to beings, but 
also to non-beings. For sometimes we will not 

1 Metaphysics, 1x, 2 (1046°8). 

9 Aristotle, 11, 9 (432°5). 
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to walk;:on not.to. speak} and again at times, we 
‘will future things, which, are not actual beings. 
Therefore the will is not.of good only... | -; 
“On the contrary, Dionysius; says. (Div, Nom. 
iv) that “eyil is outside the scope of the will,” 
and that “all things desire good.” 

I answer that, The will is a rational appetite. 


‘Now every appetite is only af something good. 


The reason of this is that the appetite is nothing 
else than an inclination of.a person desirous of 
a thing towards that thing. Now every inclina- 
tion is to something like and suitable to the 
thing inclined. Since, therefore, everything. in 
so far as it is being and substance, is a good. it 
must be that every inclination is to something 
good. And hence it is that the Philosopher says® 
that “the good is that which all desire.” 

But it must be noted that since every inclina- 
tion follows from a form, the natural appetite 
results from a form existing in nature. while the 
sensitive appetite, as also the intellectual or ra- 
tional appetite, which we call the will, follows 
from an apprehended form. Therefore, just as 
the natural appetite tends to good existing in a 
thing, so the animal or voluntary appetite tends 
to a good which is apprehended. Consequently, 
in order that the will tend to anything, it is 
requisite, not that this be good in very truth, 
but that it be apprehended under the aspect of 
good. Therefore the Philosopher says® that “the 
end is a good, or an apparent good.” 

Reply Obj, 1. The same power regards oppo- 
sites, but it is not referred to them in the same 
way. Accordingly, the will is referred both to 
good and to evil, but to good, by desiring it, to 
evil by shunning it. Therefore the actual desire 
of good is called ‘‘volition,”’ meaning thereby 
the act of the will; for it is in this sense that we 
are now speaking of the will. On the other hand, 
the shunning of evil is better described as “noli- 
tion.” Therefore, just as volition is of good, so 
nolition is of evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. A rational power is not directed 
to any opposite whatsoever, but to those which 
are contained under its proper object, for no 
power seeks other than its proper object. Now, 
the object of the will is good. And so the will 
can be directed to such opposites as are con- 
tained under good, such as to be moved, or to 
be at rest, to speak or to be silent, and the like, 
for the will can be directed to either under the 
aspect of good. 

8 Sect. 32 (PG 3, 732). 4 Sect. 10 (PG 3, 708).. 

6 Ethics, 1, 1 (10943). © Physics, 11, 3 (19526). 

7In Latin,—volunias, To avoid confusion with voluntas 


(the will) St. Thomas adds a word of explanation, which 
in the translation may appear superfluous. 
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Reply Obj. 3. That which is not a being in na- 
ture is considered as a’being in the reason, and 
thus negations and privations are said to be “‘be- 
ings of reason.” In this way, too, future things, 
in 80 far as they are apprehended, are beings. 
Accordingly, in so far ‘4s things of this kind are 
beings, they are apprehended under the aspect 
of good; and it is thus that the will is directed 
to them. Therefore the Philosopher says! that 
to lack evil has the nature of a good. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Volition Is of the End 
Only, or Also of the Means? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that volition is not of the means, but of 
the end only. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says? that 
“volition is of the end, while choice is of the 
means.” 

Obj. 2. Further, “For objects differing in genus 
there are corresponding different powers of the 
soul,’’? Now, the end and the means are in differ- 
ent genera of good, because the end, which is 
either the virtuous good (bonum honestum) or 
the good of pleasure, is in the genus quality, or 
action, or passion; but “the good which is use- 
ful, and is directed to an end, is in the genus 
relation.”“ Therefore, if volition is of the end, 
it is not of the means. 

Obj. 3. Further, habits are proportionate to 
powers, since they are perfections of them. But 
in those habits which are called practical arts, 
the end belongs to one, and the mcans to an- 
other art; thus the use of a ship, which is its end, 
belongs to the (art of the) helmsman; but the 
building of the ship, which is directed to the end, 
belongs to the art of the shipwright. Therefore, 
since volition is of the end, it is not of the 
means. 

On the contrary, In natural things, a thing 
passes through the middle space and arrives at 
the term by the same power. But the means are 
a kind of middle space, through which one ar- 
rives at the end or term. Therefore, if volition 
is of the end, it is also of the means. 

I answer that, The word voluntas sometimes 


designates the power of the will, sometimes its - 


act. Accordingly, if we speak of the will as 
a power, it extends both to the end and to 
the means. For every power extends to those 
things in which may be found the nature of its 
object in any way whatever; thus the sight ex- 
tends to all things whatsoever that are in 


2 [bid., m1, 2 (1111526). 
4 Ibid., 1, 6 (1096526). 


8 Ethics, Vv, 1 (1129%8). 
3 Tbid., vt, 1 (1139%8). 
§ Cf. A. 1, note. 
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any way coloured. Now the aspect..of good, 
which is the object of the power of will, may 
be found not only in the end but also in the 
means. 

If, however, we speak of the will in regard to 
its act, then, properly speaking, volition is of 
the end only. Because every act denominated 
from a power designates the simple act of that 
power; thus to understand designates the simple 
act of the understanding. Now the simple act of 
a power is directed towards what is in itself the 
object of that power. But that which is good and 
willed for itself is the end. Therefore volition, 
properly speaking, is of the end itself. On the 
other hand, the means are good and willed not 
for themselves, but as related to the end. There- 
fore the will is directed to them only in so far 
as it is directed to the end, so that what it wills 
in them is the end. Thus, to understand, is prop- 
erly directed to things that are known in them- 
selves, that is, principles; but we do not speak 
of understanding with regard to things known 
through principles except is so far as we see the 
principles in those things. “For in morals the 
end is what principles are in speculative sci- 
ence.’ 

Reply 067. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of 
the will in reference to the simple act of the will, 
not in reference to the power of the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. There are different powers for 
objects that differ in genus and are of equal de- 
gree; for instance, sound and colour are differ- 
ent genera of sensibles, to which are referred 
hearing and sight. But the useful and the vir- 
tuous are related to one another not in an equal 
degree, but as that which is of itself, and that 
‘which is in relation to another. Now objects 
of this kind are always referred to the same 
power; for instance, the power of sight per- 
ceives both colour and light by which colour 
is seen. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything that diversifies 
habits diversifies the powers, since habits are 
certain determinations of powers to certain spe- 
cial acts. Moreover, every practical art consid- 
ers both the end and the means. For the art of 
the helmsman does indeed consider the end, as 
that which it effects; and the means, as that 
which it commands. On the other hand, the ship- 
building art considers the means as that which it 
effects; but it considers that which is the end, 
as that to which it orders what it effects. And 
again, in every practical art there is an end 
proper to it, and means that belong properly to 
that art. 

6 Cf, Aristotle, Ethics, vu, 8 (1151%16). 
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ARTICLE 3. Whether. the Will Is Moved by the 
Same Act to the End and to the Means? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the will is moved by the same 
act, to the end and to the means. 

Objection 1. Because according to the Philos- 
opher,' “where one thing is on account of an- 
other there is only one.” But the will does not 
will the means save on account of the end. 
Therefore it is moved to both by the same act. 

Obj. 2. Further, the end is the reason for will- 
ing the means, just as light is the reason of see- 
ing colours. But light and colours are seen by 
the same act. Therefore the movement of the 
will, whereby it wills the end and the means is 
one and the same. 

Obj. 3. Further, the movement which tends 
through the middle space to the term is one and 
the same natura] movement. But the means are 
related to the end as the middle space is to the 
term. Therefore the movement of the will where- 
by it is directed to the end and to the means is 
one and the same. 

On the contrary, Acts are diversified accord- 
ing to their objects. But the end is a different 
species of good from the means, which are a 
useful good. Therefore the will is not moved to 
both by the same act. 

I answer that, Since the end is willed in itself, 
whercas the means, as such, are only willed for 
the end, it is evident that the will can be moved 
to the end, as such, without being moved to the 
means; but it cannot be moved to the means, as 
such, unless it is moved to the end. Accordingly 
the will is moved to the end in two ways: first, 
to the end absolutely and in itself; secondly, as 
the reason for willing the means. Hence it is evi- 
dent that the will is moved by one and the same 
movement,—to the end, as the reason for will- 
ing the means, and to the means themselves. 
But the act whereby the will is moved to the 
end absolutely is another act. And sometimes 
this act precedes the other in time; for example, 
when a man first wills to have health, and after- 
wards, deliberating by what means to be healed, 
wills to send for the doctor to heal him. The 
same happens in regard to the intellect: for at 
first a man understands the principles in them- 
selves; but afterwards he understands them in 
the conclusions, according as he assents to the 
conclusions on account of the principles. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument holds in respect 
of the will being moved to the end as the reason 
for willing the means. 

1 Topics, mu, 2 (147%18). 
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Reply 0bj. 2. Whenever colour is seen, by the 
same act the light is seen; but the light can he 
seen without the colour being seen. In like man- 
ner whenever a man wills the means, by the 
same act he wills the end; but not conversely. 

Reply Obj. 3. In the execution of a work, the 
means are as the middle-space, and the end, as 
the term. Therefore just as natura] movement 
sometimes stops in the middle and does not 
reach the term, so sometimes one is busy with 
the means, without gaining the end. But in will- 
ing it is the reverse, for the will through (will- 
ing) the end comes to will the means, just as the 
intellect arrives at the conclusions through the 
principles which are called means. Hence it is 
that sometimes the intellect understands a mean 
and does not proceed from it to the conclusion. 
And in like manner the will sometimes wills the 
end and yet does not proceed to will the means. 

The solution to the argument in the contrary 
sense is clear from what has been said above 
(A. 2 ans, 2). For the useful and the virtuous 
are not species of good in an equal degree, but 
are as that which is for its own sake and that 
which is for the sake of something else; and so 
the act of the will can be directed to one and not 
to the other, but not conversely. 


QUESTION Ix 
OF WHAT MOVES THE WILL 
(In Siz Articles) 


WE must now consider what moves the will, and 
under this head there are six points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether the will is moved by the intellect? 
(2) Whether it is moved by the sensitive appe- 
tite? (3) Whether the will moves itself? (4) 
Whether it is moved by an intrinsic principle? 
(5)Whether it is moved by a heavenly body? 
(6) Whether the will is moved by God alone as 
by an extrinsic principle? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Will Is Moved by 
the Intellect? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the will is not moved by the 
intellect. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says on Ps. 118. 
20:7 My soul hath coveted to long for Thy jus- 
tifications, ‘‘The intellect flies ahead, the desire 
follows sluggishly or not at all; we know what 
is good, but, deeds delight us not.’ But it would 
not be so, if the will were moved by the intel- 
lect, because movement of the moveable results 

2 Enarr. in Ps., Serm. 8 (PL 37, 1§§2). 
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from motion of the méver. ppeatbce the intel- 
lect does nét move the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, the intellect in presenting the 
desirable thing to the will stands in relation to 
the ‘will as the imagination in representing the 
desirable thing to the sensitive appetite. But the 
imagination, in presenting the desirable thing, 
does' not move the sensitive appetite; indeed 
sometimes our imagination affects us no more 
than what is set before us in a picture, and 
moves us not at all.! Therefore neither does the 
intellect move the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the same is not mover and 
moved in respect of the same thing. But the will 
moves the intellect, for we use our intellect 
when we will. Therefore the intellect does not 
move the will. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
the desirable thing is ‘ta mover not moved,” but 
the will is “a mover moved.” 

‘I answer that, A thing requires to be moved 
by something in so far as it is in potency to sev- 
eral things; for that which is in potency must be 
reduced to act by something actual, and to do 
this is to move. Now a power of the soul is seen 
to be in potency to different things in two ways: 
first, with regard to acting and not acting; sec- 
ondly, with regard to this or that action. Thus 
the sight sometimes sees actually, and some- 
times does not see; and sometimes it sees white, 
and sometimes black. It needs a mover there- 
fore in two respects: namely, as to the exercise 
or use of the act, and as to the determination of 
the act. The first of these is on the part of 
the subject, which is sometimes acting, some- 
times not acting, while the other is on the part 
of the object, by reason of which the act is 
specified. 

The motion of the subject itself is due to 
some agent. And since every agent acts for an 
end, as was shown above (qa. 1, A. 2), the prin- 
ciple of this motion lies in the end. And hence it 
is that the art which is concerned with the end, 
by its command moves the art which is con- 
cerned with the means, “ just as the art of sail- 
ing commands the art of shipbuilding.”* Now 
good in general, which has the nature of an end, 
is the object of the will. Consequently, in this 
respect, the will moves the other powers of the 
soul to their acts, for we make use of the other 
powers when we will. For the end and perfection 
of every other power is included under the ob- 
ject of the will as some particular good, and 
always the act or power to which the universal 

1 Soul, 111, 3 (42723). t Tdid., m1, 6 (433°r0). 

3 Physics, 11, 2 (1945). 
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end belongs moves to their acts the acts or pow- 
é¥s td which ‘belong the particular ends included 
in the universal end. Thus ‘the leader of an 
army, who intends the common -good—that' is, 
the order of the whole army——by his command 
moves one of the captains, who intends the or- 
der of one company. 

On the other hand, the object moves by de- 
termining the act, after the manner of a formal 
principle, by which in natural things actions are 
specified, as heating by heat. Now the first for- 
mal principle is universal being and truth, which 
is the object of the intellect. And therefore by 
this kind of motion the intellect moves the will, 
as presenting its object to it. 

Reply 06]. 1. The passage quoted proves not 
that the intellect does not move, but that it does 
not move of necessity. 

Reply Obj, 2. Just as the imagination of a 
form without estimation of fitness or harmful- 
ness does not move the sensitive appetite, so 
neither does the apprehension of the true with- 
out the aspect of goodness and desirability. 
Hence it is not the speculative intellect that 
moves, but the practical intellect.‘ 

Reply Obj. 3. The will moves the intellect as 
to the exercise of its act, since even the true it- 
self which is the perfection of the intellect is in- 
cluded in the universal good, as a particular 
good. But as to the determination of the act, 
which the act derives from the object, the intel- 
lect moves the will, since the good itself is ap- 
prehended under a special aspect as contained 
in the universal true. It is therefore evident that 
the same is not mover and moved in the same 


respect. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Will Is Moved by 
the Sensitive Appetite? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the will cannot be moved by 
the sensitive appetite. 

Objection 1. For “to move and to act is more 
excellent than to be passive,” as Augustine says 
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 16). But the sensitive appetite 
is less excellent than the will which is the intel- 
lectual appetite, just as sense is less excellent 
than intellect. Therefore the sensitive appetite 
does not move the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, no particular power can pro- 
duce a universal effect. But the sensitive appe- 
tite is a particular power, because it follows the 
particular apprehension of sense. Therefore it 
cannot cause the movement of the will, which 


4 Soul, 111, 9 (432526); 111, 10 (433"27). 
SPL 34, 467. 
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movement is, universal; as preg the: univer- 
sal apprehension of the intellect, 1 as, 

‘Obj. 3. F 'urther, as is proved in ‘the Physics, 
the mover is not moved by that which it moves, 
in such a way that there be reciprocal motion. 
But the will moves the sensitive appetite, in so 
far as the sensitive appetite obeys the reason. 
Therefore the sensitive appetite does not move 
the will. 

‘On the contrary, It is written (James 1, 14): 
Every man is tempted by his own concupis- 
cence, being drawn away and allured. But man 
would not be drawn away by his concupiscence 
unless his will were moved by the sensitive 
appetite, in which concupiscence _ resides. 
Therefore the sensitive appetite moves the 
will. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), that 
which is apprehended under the aspect of good 
and fitting moves the will by way of object. 
Now, that a thing appear to be good and fitting, 
happens from two causes: namely, from the 
condition either of the thing proposed, or of the 
one to whom it is proposed. But fitness is 
spoken of by way of relation; and so it depends 
on both extremes. And hence it is that taste, ac- 
cording as it is variously disposed, takes to a 
thing in various ways, as being fitting or unfit- 
ting. Therefore as the Philosopher says,’ “Ac- 
cording as a man is, such does the end seem to 
him,” 

Now it is evident that man is changed to a 
certain disposition according to a passion of the 
sensitive appetite. Therefore according as man 
is affected by a passion, something seems to him 
fitting which does not seem so when he Is not so 
affected; thus that seems good to a man when 
angered which does not seem good when he is 
calm. And in this way the sensitive appetite 
moves the will on the part of the object. 

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders that which is 
better absolutely and in itself from being less 
excellent in a certain respect. Accordingly the 
will is absolutely more excellent than the sensi- 
tive appetite, but in respect of the man in whom 
a passion is predominant, in so far as he is sub- 
ject to that passion, the sensitive appetite is 
more excellent. 

Reply Obj. 2. Men’s acts and choices are in 
reference to singulars. Therefore from the very 
fact that the sensitive appetite is a particular 
power, it has great influence in disposing man 
so that something seems to him such or other- 
wise, in particular cases. 

1 Aristotle, vim, § (25723). 

2 Ethics, 1, § (1114°32). 
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Reply Obj. 3, As- the Philosopher says,’ the 
reason, in which resides the will, moves by, its. 
command the irascible and concupiscible pawer- 
ers, not, indeed, by a despotic rule, as a slave is 
moved by his master, but by a royal and politi- 
cal rule, as free men are ruled by their governor, 
and can nevertheless act counter to his com- 
mands. Hence both irascible and concupiscible 
can move counter to the will, and accordingly 
nothing hinders the will from being moved by 
them at times, 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Will Moves Itself? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the will does not move itself, 

Objection 1. For every mover, as such, is.in 
act, but what is moved is in potency, since 
“movement is the act of that which is in po- 
tency, as such.” Now the same thing is not in 
potency and in act in respect of the same. 
Therefore nothing moves itself. Neither, there- 
fore, can the will move itself. 

Obj j. 2. Further, the movable is moved on the 
mover being present. But the will is always pres- 
ent to itself. If, therefore, it moved itself, it 
would always be moving itself, which is clearly 
false. 

Obj. 3. Further, the will is moved by the in- 
tellect, as stated above (A. 1). If, therefore, the 
will move itself, it would follow that the same 
thing is at once moved immediately by two 
movers, which seems unreasonable. Therefore 
the will does not move itself, 

On the contrary, The will is mistress of its 
own act, and to it belongs to will and not to 
will. But this would not be so had it not the 
power to move itself to will. Therefore it moves 
itself. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), it per- 
tains to the will to move the other powers, by 
reason of the end which is the will’s object. 
Now, as stated above (Q. vil, A. 2), the end is 
in things desirable, what the principle is in 
things intelligible. But it is evident that, the in- 
tellect, through its knowledge of the principle, 
reduces itself from potency to act, as to its 
knowledge of the conclusions; and thus it moves 
itself. And, in like manner, the will, through 
willing the end, moves itself to will the means. 

Reply Obj. 1. It is not in respect of the same 
that the will moves itself and is moved, and so 
neither is it in act and in potency in respect of 
the same, But in so far as it actually wills the 
end, it, reduces itself from potency to act with 


8 Politics, 1, 5 (1254%5). 
4 Aristotle, Physics, 1, 1 (20110), 
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re to the means, go that it actually’ wills 
them. | | 

Reply Obj. 2. The power of the will is always 
actually present to itself, but the act of the will, 
by which it wills an end, is not always in the 
will. And this is the way it moves itself. Accord- 
ingly it does not follow that it is always moving 
itself. 

Reply Obj. 3. The will is moved by the intel- 
lect otherwise than by itself. By the intellect it 
is moved on the part of the object, whereas it is 
moved by itself as to the exercise of its act, in 
respect of the end. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Will Is Moved 
by an Exterior Principle? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the will is not moved by any- 
thing exterior. 

Objection 1. For the movement of the will is 
voluntary. But it pertains to the notion of the 
voluntary act that it be from an intrinsic prin- 
ciple, just as it pertains to the notion of the 
natural act. Therefore the movement of the will 
is not from anything exterior. 

Obj. 2. Further, the will cannot suffer vio- 
lence, as was shown above (0. VI, A. 4). But 
“the violent act is one the principle of which is 
outside the agent.’’! Therefore the will cannot be 
moved by anything exterior. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is sufficiently 
moved by one mover does not need to be moved 
by another. But the will moves itself sufficiently. 
Therefore it is not moved by anything exterior. 

On the contrary, The will is moved by the ob- 
ject, as stated above (A. 1). But the object of 
the will can be something exterior offered to the 
sense. Therefore the will can be moved by 
something exterior. 

I answer that, As far as the will is moved by 
the object, it is evident that it can be moved by 
something exterior. But in so far as it is moved 
to the exercise of its act, we must again hold it 
to be moved by some exterior principle. 

For everything that is at one time an agent 
actually, and at another time an agent in po- 
tency, needs to be moved by a mover. Now it is 
evident that the will begins to will something, 
whereas previously it did not will it. Therefore 
it must, of necessity, be moved by something to 
will it. And, indeed, it moves itself, as stated 
above (A. 3.), in so far as through willing the 
end it reduces itself to the act of willing the 
means. Now it cannot do this without the aid of 
counsel. For when a man wills to be healed, he 

1 Aristotle, £tdics, U1, 1 (1t10"1). 
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begins to reflect how this can be attained, and 
through this reflection he comes to the conclu- 
sion that he can be healed by a physician, and he 
wills this. But since he did not always actually 
will to have health, he must, of necessity, have 
begun, through something moving him, to will to 
be healed. And if the will moved itself to will 
this, it must of necessity have done this with the 
aid of counsel following some previous volition. 
But this process could not go on to infinity. 
Therefore we must of necessity suppose that the 
will advanced to its first movement in virtue of 
the impulse of some exterior mover, as Aris- 
totle concludes in a chapter of the Eudemian 
Ethics? 

Reply 06]. 1. It pertains to the notion of the 
voluntary act that its principle be within the 
agent, but it is not necessary that this inward 
principle be the first principle unmoved by an- 
other. And so though the voluntary act has an 
inward proximate principle, nevertheless its 
first principle is from without. Thus, too, the 
first principle of the natural movement is from 
without, that, namely, which moves nature. 

Reply Obj. 2. For an act to be violent it is not 
enough that its principle be extrinsic, but we 
must add ‘“‘without the concurrence of him that 
suffers violence.” This does not happen when 
the will is moved by an exterior principle, for it 
is the will that wills, though moved by another. 
But this movement would be violent if it were 
counter to the movement of the will, which in 
the present case is impossible, since then the 
will would will and not will the same thing. 

Reply 06}. 3. The will moves itself sufficiently 
in one respect, and in its own order, that is to say 
4s proximate agent; but it cannot move itself in 
every respect, as we have shown. Therefore it 
needs to be moved by another as first mover. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Will Is Moved by a 
Heavenly Body? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that the human will is moved by a heav- 
enly body. 

Objection 1. For all various and multiform 
movements are reduced, as to their cause, to a 
uniform movement which is that of the heavens, 
as is proved in the Pkysics.? But human move- 
ments are various and multiform, since they be- 
gin to be, whereas previously they were not. 
Therefore they are reduced, as to their cause, to 
the movement of the heavens, which is uniform 
according to its nature.’ 

® vit, 14 (124814). 
* Aristotle, vimi, 9 (265°27); cf. rv, 14 (223°28). 
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Obj. 2, Further, according toa Augustine: (De 
Trin, iti, 4) “the lower bodies are moved by the 
higher.” But the movements of the human body, 
which are caused by the will, could not be re- 
duced to the movement of the heavens, as to 
their cause, unless the will too were moved by 
the heavens. Therefore the heavens move the 
human will. 

Obj..3. Further, by observing the heavenly 
bodies astrologers foretell the truth about fu- 
ture human acts, which are caused by the will. 
But this would not be so if the heavenly bodies 
could not move man’s will. Therefore the hu- 
man will is moved by a heavenly body. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 7)” that the heavenly bodies are not 
the causes of our acts. But they would be, if 
the will, which is the principle of human acts, 
were moved by the heavenly bodies. Therefore 
the will is not moved by the heavenly bodies. 

I answer that, It is evident that the will can 
be moved by the heavenly bodies in the same 
way as it is moved by its exterior object, that is 
to say, in so far as exterior bodies, which move 
the will through being offered to the senses, and 
also the organs themselves of the sensitive pow- 
ers, are subject to the movements of the heav- 
enly bodies. 

But some have maintained that heavenly 
bodies have an influence on the human will in 
the same way as some exterior agent moves the 
will, as to the exercise of its act.’ But this is 
impossible. For ‘‘the will,” as stated in the book 
on the Soul,‘ “is in the reason.” Now the reason 
is a power of the soul, not bound to a bodily or- 
gan. And so it follows that the will is a power 
absolutely incorporcal and immaterial. But it is 
evident that no body can act on what is incor- 
poreal, but rather the reverse; because things 
incorporeal and immaterial have a power more 
formal and more universal than any corporeal 
things whatever. Therefore it is impossible for a 
heavenly body to act directly on the intellect or 
the will. For this reason Aristotle’ ascribed to 
those who held that intellect does not differ from 
sense the theory that ‘‘such is the will of men as 
is the day which the father of men and of gods 
brings on’ (referring to Jupiter, by whom they 
understand the entire heavens). For all the sen- 
sitive powers, since they are acts of bodily or- 
gans, can be moved accidentally by the heavenly 

1PL 42, 873. 

7 PG 94, 893. 

* Cf. Denifle, Chartulertum, n. 432 (1, 487). 

4 Aristotle, 111, 9 (432s). 

6 Soul, 111, 3 (427%25). 
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bodies--that ‘is, through those bodies (whose 
acts they are) being moved. 

But since it has been stated (A, 2) that the in- 
tellectual appetite is moved, in a fashion, by 
the sensitive appetite, the movements of the 
heavenly bodies have an indirect bearing on the 
will, in so far as the will happens to be moved 
by the passions of the sensitive appetite. 

Reply Obj. 1. The multiform movements of 
the human will are reduced to some: uniform 
cause, which, however, is above the intellect 
and will. This can be said not of any body, but 
of some superior immaterial substance. There- 
fore there is no need for the movement of the 
will to be referred to the movement of the heav- 
ens as to its cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. The movements of the human 
body are reduced, as to their cause, to the move- 
ment of a heavenly body in so far as the disposi- 
tion suitable to a particular movement is some- 
what due to the influence of heavenly bodies; 
also, in so far as the sensitive appetite is stirred 
by the influence of heavenly bodies; and ‘again, 
in so far as exterior bodies are moved in accord- 
ance with the movement of heavenly bodies, at 
whose presence the will begins to will or not to 
will something; for instance, when the body is 
chilled, we begin to wish to make the fire. But 
this movement of the will is on the part of the 
object offered from without, not on the part of 
an inward impulse. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (cf. Part I, a. 
LXXXIV, AA. 6, 7) the sensitive appetite is the 
act of a bodily organ. Therefore there is no rea- 
son why man should not be prone to anger or 
concupiscence, or some like passion, by reason 
of the influence of heavenly bodies, just as by 
reason of his natural make-up. But the majority 
of men are led by the passions, which the wise 
alone resist. Consequently, in the majority of 
cases predictions about human acts, gathered 
from the observation of heavenly bodies, are 
fulfilled. Nevertheless, as Ptolemy says (Centi- 
loquium v),’ ‘the wise man governs the stars,” 
which is as though to say that by resisting his 
passions, he opposes his will, which is free and 
in no way subject to the movement of the heav- 
ens, to effects of this nature of the heavenly 
bodies. 

Or, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 17)8: 
“‘We must confess that when the truth is fore- 
told by astrologers, this is due to some most 
hidden inspiration, to which the human mind 

7Cf. Quadripartitum, 1, 3; cf. Also Albert, I. Sené., 11, 
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is: subject without knowing it. And since this is 
done in order to deceive ‘man, it must be the 
wotk of the lying spit 


Agmicun 6. Whether the Will Is Moved 

by. God Alone, as Exterior Principle? 

|" We: proceed thus tothe Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the will is not moved by God 
alone as exterior principle. 

Objection x. For it is natural that the inferior 
be moved by its superior, just as the lower 
bodies are moved by the heavenly bodies. But 
there is something which is higher than the will 
of man and below God, namely, the angel. 
Therefore man’s will can be moved by an angel 
also, as exterior principle. 

Obj. 2. Further, the act of the will follows the 
act of the intellect. But man’s intellect is re- 
duced to act not by God alone, but also by the 
angel who enlightens it, as Dionysius says (Cel. 
Hier. iv).' For the sarne reason, therefore, the 
will also is moved by an angel. 

Obj. 3. Further, God is not cause of other 
than good things, according to Gen. 1. 31: God 
saw all the things that He had made, and they 
were very good. If therefore man’s will were 
moved by God alone, it would never be moved to 
evil, and yet “it is the will whereby we sin and 
whereby we do right,” as Augustine says (Re- 
tract. i, 9).? 

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2. 13): 
It is God Who worketh in us (Vulg.,—you) 
both to will and to accomplish. 

I answer that, The movement of the will is 
from within, as also is the movement of nature. 
Now although it is possible for something to 
move a natural thing without being the cause of 
the nature of the thing moved, yet that alone 
which is in some way the cause of a thing’s na- 
ture can cause a natural movement in that 
thing. For a stone is moved upwards by a man, 
who is not the cause of the stone’s nature; but 
the natural movement of the stone is caused by 
no other than the cause of its nature. Hence it is 
said in the Physzcs® that the being who generates 
them moves heavy and light things according to 
place, And so man endowed with a will is some- 
times moved by something that is not his cause; 
but that his voluntary movement be from an ex- 
terior principle that is not the cause of his will 
is impossible, 

Now the cause of the will can be none other 


than God.'And this is evident for two reasons. 


4 Sect. 2'(PG 4, 180), 
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First, because the will isa powet of the rational 
soul, which is caused by God alone, by creation, 
as was stated in the First Part (6! %c, a: 2). 
Secondly, it is evident from the ‘fact that the 
will is ordered to the universal good. Therefore 
nothing else can be the cause of the will, except 
God Himself, Who is the universal good, while 
every other good is good by participation, and 
is some particular good; and a particular cause 
does not give a universal inclination. Hence 
neither can prime matter, which is potency to 
all forms, be created by some particular agent. 

Reply Obj. 1. An angel is not above man in 
such a way as to be the cause of his will in the 
way that the heavenly bodies are the causes of 
natural forms from which result the natural 
movements of natura] bodies. 

Reply Obj. 2. Man’s intellect is moved by an 
angel on the part of the object, which by the 
power of the angelic light is proposed to man’s 
knowledge. And in this way the will also can be 
moved by a creature from without, as stated 
above (A. 4). 

Reply Obj. 3. God moves man’s will as the 
Universal Mover to the universal object of the 
will, which is the good. And without this uni- 
versal motion, man cannot will anything. But 
man determines himself by his reason to will 
this or that, which is true or apparent good. 
Nevertheless, sometimes God moves some spe- 
cially to the willing of something determinate, 
which is good, as in the case of those whom He 
moves by grace, as we shall state later on (a. 
CIX, A. 2) 


QUESTION X 


‘OF THE MANNER IN WHICH THE WILL 


IS MOVED 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the manner in which the 
will is moved. Under this head there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether the will is 
moved to anything naturally? (2) Whether it is 
moved of necessity by its object? (3) Whether 
it is moved of necessity by the lower appetite? 
(4) Whether it is moved of necessity by the ex- 
terior mover which is God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Will Is Moved to 
Anything Naturally? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that the will is not moved to anything 
naturally. 

Objection 1. For the natural agent is divided 
against the voluntary agent, as stated at the be- 
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ginning “of ‘the second took of the Physics.! 
Therefote the willis moved to anything ndt- 
urally. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is natural is in a 
thing always, as being hot is in fire. But no 
movement is always in the will. Therefore no 
movement is natural to the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, nature is determined to one 
thing, whereas the will is referred to opposites. 
Therefore the will wills nothing naturally. 

On the contrary, The movement of the will 
follows the act of the intellect. But the intellect 
understands some things naturally. Therefore 
the will, too, wills some things naturally. 

I answer that, As Boéthius says (De Duabus 
Nat.),? and the Philosopher also,’ the word na- 
ture is used in a manifold sense. For sometimes 
it stands for the intrinsic principle in movable 
things. In this sense nature is either matter or 
the material form, as stated in the Physics.‘ In 
another sense nature stands for any substance, 
or even for any being. And in this sense, that is 
said to be natural to a thing which befits it in 
respect of its substance. And this is that which 
of itself is in a thing. Now all things that do not 
of themselves belong to the thing in which they 
are, are reduced to something which belongs of 
itself to that thing, as to their principle. There- 
fore, taking nature in this sense, it is necessary 
that the principle of whatever belongs to a thing 
be a natural principle. This is evident in regard 
to the intellect, for the principles of intellectual 
knowledge are naturally known. In like manner 
the principle of voluntary movements must be 
something naturally willed. 

Now this is the good in general, to which the 
will tends naturally, as does each power to its 
object; and again it is the last end, which stands 
in the same relation to things desirable, as the 
first principles of demonstrations to things in- 
telligtble; and, speaking generally, it is all those 
things which belong to the willer according to 
his nature. For it is not only things pertaining to 
the power of the will that the will desires, but 
also that which pertains to each power, and to 
the entire man. Therefore man wills naturally 
not only the object of the will, but also other 
things that are appropriate to the other powers, 
such as the knowledge of truth, which befits the 
intellect, and to be and to live and other like 
things which regard the natural well-being, all 
of which are included in the object of the will 
as so many particular goods. 


1 Aristotle, m, 1 (1928); 11, 5 (19621). 
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Reply Obj: 1. The wilt is distinguished from: 
nature as one kind of cause from another, for 
some things happen naturally and some are 
done voluntarily. There is, however, another 
manner of causing that is proper to the will; 
which is mistress of its act, besides the manner 
proper to nature, which is determined to one 
thing. But since the will is founded on some na- 
ture, it is necessary that the movemént proper 
to nature be shared by the will, to some ex- 
tent, just as what belongs to a previous cause 
is shared by a subsequent cause. Because in 
every thing, being itself which is from nature, 
precedes volition, which is from the will, 
And hence it is that the will wills something 
naturally. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the case of natural things, 
that which is natural as a result of the form only 
is always in them actually, as heat is in fire. But 
that which is natural as a result of matter is not 
always in them actually, but sometimes only in 
potency, because form is act, whereas matter is 
potency. Now “movement is the act of that 
which is in potency.’® Therefore that which 
pertains to or results from movement in regard 
to natural things is not always in them. Thus 
fire does not always move upwards, but only 
when it is outside its own place.® And in like 
manner it is not necessary that the will (which 
is reduced from potency to act when it wills 
something), should always be in the act of will- 
ing, but only when it is in a certain determinate 
disposition. But God's will, which is pure act, is 
always in the act of willing: 

Reply Obj. 3. To every nature there is one 
thing corresponding, proportioned to that na- 
ture. For to nature considered as a genus there 
corresponds something one generically; and to 
nature as species there corresponds something 
one specifically; and to the individualized na- 
ture there corresponds some one individual. 
Since, therefore, the will is an immaterial pow- 
er, like the intellect, some one common thing 
corresponds naturally to it, which is the good; 
just as to the intellect there corresponds some 
one common thing, which is the true, or being, 
or what a thing is. And under good in general 
are included many particular goods, to none sof 
which is the will determined. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Will Is Moved of 
Necessity by Its Object? 
We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
5 Aristotle, Physics, 111, r (20r*ro). 
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seems that the will is shoved of necessity by its 
object. ‘ 

Objection 1. For the object of the will is 
compared to the will as mover to movable, as 
stated in the book on the Soul.' But a mover, if 
it be sufficient, moves the movable of necessity. 
Therefore the will can be moved of necessity by 
its object. 

Obj, 2. Further, just as the will is an immate- 
rial power, so is the intellect, and both powers 
are ordered to a universal object, as stated 
above (A. 1. Reply 3). But the intellect is moved 
of necessity by its object; therefore the will 
also, by its object. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever one wills, is either 
the end or something ordered to an end. But it 
seems that one wills an end necessarily, because 
it is like the principle in speculative matters, to 
which principle one assents of necessity. Now 
the end is the reason for willing the means, and 
so it seems that we will the means also neces- 
sarily. Therefore the will is moved of necessity 
by its object. 

On the contrary, The rational powers, accord- 
ing to the Philosopher,’ are directed to oppo- 
sites. But the will is a rational power, since it is 
“in the reason,” as stated in the book on the 
Soul.2 Therefore the will is directed to oppo- 
sites. Therefore it is not moved of necessity to 
either of the opposites. 

1 answer that, The will is moved in two ways: 
first, as to the exercise of its act; secondly, as to 
the specification of its act, which is from the ob- 
ject. As to the first way, no object moves the 
will necessarily, for no matter what the object 
be, it is in man’s power not to think of it, and 
consequently not to will it actually. 

But as to the second manner of motion, the 
will is moved by one object necessarily, by an- 
other not. For in the movement of a power by 
its object, we must consider under what aspect 
the object moves the power. For the visible 
moves the sight under the aspect of colour actu- 
ally visible. Therefore if colour be offered to the 
sight, it moves the sight necessarily, unless one 
turns one’s eyes away, which pertains to the ex- 
ercise of the act. But if the sight were confront- 
ed with something not in all respects coloured 
actually, but only so in som# respects, and in 
other respects not, the sight would not of neces- 
sity see such an object, for it might look at that 
part of the object which is not actually col- 
oured, and thus it would not see it. Now just as 

1 Aristotle, 11, 10 (43320). 
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the actually coloured is the object of sight, so is 
good the object of the will. Therefore if the will 
be offered an object which 1s good universally 
and from every point of view, the will tends to 
it of necessity, if it wills anything at all, since it 
cannot will the opposite. If, on the other hand, 
the will is offered an object that is not good 
from every point of view, it will not tend to it of 
necessity. And since lack of any good whatever 
is a non-good, consequently that good alone 
which is perfect and lacking in nothing is such a 
goad that the will cannot not-will it; and this is 
Happiness. But any other particular goods, in 
so far as they are Jacking in some good, can be 
regarded as non-goods, and from this point of 
view, they can be set aside or approved by the 
will, which can tend to one and the same thing 
from various points of view. 

Reply Obj, 1. The sufficient mover of a power 
is none but that object that in every respect pre- 
sents the aspect of the mover of that power. If, 
on the other hand, it is lacking in any re- 
spect, it will not move of necessity, as stated 
above. 

Reply Obj, 2. The intellect is moved of neces- 
sity by an object which is such as to be always 
and necessarily true, but not by that which may 
be either true or false—namely, by that which 
is contingent, as we have said of the good. 

Reply 0bj. 3. The last end moves the will nec- 
essarily, because it is the perfect good, and in 
like manner whatever is ordered to that end, 
and without which the end cannot be attained, 
such as to be and to live, and the like. But other 
things without which the end can be gained are 
not necessarily willed by one who wills the end, 
just as he who assents to the principle does not 
necessarily assent to the conclusions without 
which the principles can still be true. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether th. Will Is Moved, of 
Necessity, by the Lower Appetite? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would secm that the will is moved of necessity 
by a passion of the lower appetite. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (Rom. 7. 
19): The good which I will I do not; but the 
evil which I will not, that I do, and this is said 
by reason of concupiscence, which is a passion. 
Therefore the will is moved of necessity by a 
passion. 

Obj. 2. Further, as stated in the Ethics,‘ 
“according as a man Js, such does the end seem 
to him.” But it is not in the power of the will to 
cast aside a passion at once. Therefore it is not 

4 Aristotle, 1, 5 (1114°32). 
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in the power of the will not to will that to 
which the passion inclines him. 

Obj. 3. Further, a universal cause is not ap- 
plied to a particular effect except by means of 
a particular cause; therefore the universal rea- 
son does not move save by means of a particu- 
lar estimation, as stated in the book on the Soul. 
But as the universal reason is to the particular 
estimation, so is the will to the sensitive appe- 
tite. Therefore the will is not moved to will 
something particular except through the sen- 
sitive appetite. Therefore, if the sensitive ap- 
petite happen to be disposed to something, by 
reason of a passion, the will cannot be moved 
in a contrary sense. 

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. 4. 7): 
Thy lust (Vulge.—The lust thereof) shall be un- 
der thee, and thou shalt have dominion over it. 
Therefore man’s will is not moved of necessity 
by the lower appetite. 

I answer that, As stated above (0. 1X, A. 2), 
the passion of the sensitive appetite moves the 
will, in so far as the will is moved by its object, 
inasmuch as, namely, man through being dis- 
posed in such and such a way by a passion, 
judges something to be fitting and good, which 
he would not judge thus were it not for the pas- 
sion. Now this influence of a passion on man oc- 
curs in two ways. First, so that his reason is 
wholly bound, so that he has not the use of rea- 
son, as happens in those who through a violent 
access of anger or concupiscence become furi- 
ous or insane, just as they may from some other 
bodily disorder; for passions of this kind do 
not take place without some change in the body. 
And of such the same is to be said as of irra- 
tional animals, which follow of necessity the 
impulse of their passions; for in them there is 
no movement of reason, nor, consequently, of 
will. 

Sometimes, however, the reason is not en- 
tirely engrossed by the passion, so that the 
judgment of reason retains, to a certain extent, 
its freedom; and thus the movement of the will 
remains in a certain degree. Accordingly in so 
far as the reason remains free, and not subject 
to the passion, to this extent also the will’s 
movement, which also remains, does not tend of 
necessity to that to which the passion inclines 
it. Consequently, either there is no movement 
of the will in that man, and the passion alone 
holds its sway, or if there be a movement of the 
will, it does not necessarily follow the passion. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the will cannot pre- 
vent the movement of concupiscence from aris- 

4 Aristotle, 111, 11 (434°109). 
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ing, of which the Apostle says: The evil which 
I will not, that I do—that is, J. desire, yet-it is 
in the power of the will not to will to desire, or 
not to consent to concupiscence. And thus it 
does not necessarily follow the movement of 
concupiscence. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since there is in man a two- 
fold nature, intellectual and sensitive, sometimes 
man is disposed in a certain way uniformly in 
respect of his whole soul, either because the 
sensitive part is wholly subject to his reason as 
in the virtuous, or because reason is entirely en- 
grossed by passion, as in a madman. But some- 
times, although reason is clouded by passion, yet 
something of the reason remains free. And in 
respect of this, man can either repel the passion 
entirely, or at least hold himself in check so as 
not to be led away by the passion. For when 
thus disposed, since man is variously disposed 
according to the various parts of the soul, a 
thing appears to him otherwise according to his 
reason than it does according to a passion, 

Reply Obj. 3. The will is moved not only by 
the universal good apprehended by the reason, 
but also by good apprehended by sense. There- 
fore he can be moved to some particular good 
independently of a passion of the sensitive ap- 
petite. For we will and do many things without 
passion, and through choice alone, as is most 
evident in those cases in which reason resists 
passion. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Will Is Moved of 
Necessity by the Exterior Mover Which Is 
God? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the will is moved of necessity 
by God: ; 

Objection 1, For every agent that cannot be 
resisted moves of necessity. But God cannot be 
resisted, because His power is infinite: there- 
fore it is written (Rom. 9. 19); Who resisteth 
Hts will? Therefore God moves the will of ne- 
cessity. 

Obj. 2. Further, the will is moved of neces- 
sity to whatever it wills naturally, as stated 
above (A. 2. Reply 3). But “whatever God does 
in a thing is natural to it,” as Augustine says 
(Contra Faust. xxvi, 3).2 Therefore the will 
wills of necessity everything to which God 
moves it. 

Obj. 3. Further, a thing is possible if noth- 
ing impossible follows from its being supposed. 
But something impossible follows from the sup- 
position that the will does not will that to which 

2 PL 42, 480. 


666 
God moves it, because it that case God’s operar 
tion: would be ineffectual: Therefore it isnot pos. 
sible for the will not to will that to which God 
moves it. Therefore it wills it of necessity. 

On 'the contrary, It-is written (Ecclus. 15. 
14): God made man from the beginning, and 
befé him in the hand of lus own counsel. There- 
fore He does not of necessity move man’s will. 

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! it pertains “to Divine providence not to de- 
stroy but to preserve the nature of things.” 
Therefore it moves all things in accordance with 
their conditions, so that from necessary causes, 
through the Divine motion, effects follow of ne- 
cessity; but from contingent causes, effects fol- 
low contingently, Since, therefore, the will is an 
active principle, not determined to one thing, 
but having an indifferent relation to many 
things, God so moves it that He does not de- 
termine it of necessity to one thing, but its 
movement remains contingent and not neces- 
sary, except in those things to which it is moved 
naturally. 
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Reply Obj. 1. The Divine will extends. act only 

to the doing of something by the thing which 
He moves, but also to its being done in a way 
which is fitting to the nature of that thing. And 
therefore it would be more contrary to the Di- 
vine motion for the will to be moved of neces- 
sity, which is not fitting to its nature, than for 
it to be moved freely, which is fitting to its na- 
ture. 

Reply Obj. 2. That is natural to a thing, which 
God makes to be natural to it. Thus something 
is fitting to a thing, according as God wishes it 
to be fitting to it. Now He does not wish that 
whatever He works in things should be natural 
to them, for instance, that the dead should rise 
again. But this He does wish to be natural to 
each thing,—that it be subject to the Divine 
power. 

Reply Obj. 3. If God moves the will to any- 
thing, it is impossible to hold that the will be 
not moved to it. But it is not impossible abso- 
lutely. Consequently it does not follow that the 
will is moved by God necessarily. 


(b) The Nature of Elicited Voluntary Acts 


QUESTION XI 
Or ENJOYMENT, WHICH IS AN ACT OF 
THE WILL 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider enjoyment (fruition), 
concerning which there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether to enjoy is an act of the ap- 
petitive power? (2) Whether it belongs to the 
rational creature alone, or also to irrational ani- 
mals? (3) Whether enjoyment is only of the last 
end? (4) Whether it is only of the end pos- 
sessed? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether to Enjoy Is an Act 
of the Appeiztive Power? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that to enjoy belongs not only to 
the appetitive power. 


Objection 1. For to enjoy [frui] seems noth-. 


ing else than t6 lay hold of the fruit. But it is the 
intellect, in whose act Happmess consists, as 
shown above (Q. M1, A. 4), that receives the 
fruit of human life, which is Happiness. There- 
fore to enjoy is not an act of the appetitive pow- 
er, but of the intellect. . 

Obj. 2. Further, each power has its proper 
end, which is its perfection; thus the end of 

1 Sect. 33 (PG 3, 733). 


sight is to know the visible, of the hearing, to 
perceive sounds, and so forth. But the end of a 
thing is its fruit. Therefore to enjoy belongs to 
each power, and not only to the appetite. 

Obj. 3. Further, enjoyment implies a certain 
delight. But sensible delight belongs to sense, 
which delights in its object; and for the same 
reason, intellectual delight belongs to the appre- 
hensive, and not to the appetitive power. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,” “To enjoy 
is to adhere lovingly to something for its own 
sake.” But love belongs to the appetitive power. 
Therefore also to enjoy is an act of the appe- 
titive power. 

f answer that, Fruitio (enjoyment) and fruc- 
tus (fruit) seem to refer to the same, the one 
being derived from the other; which from 
which, matters not for our purpose, though it 
seems probable that the one which is more clear- 
ly known, was first named. Now those things are 
most manifest to us which appeal most to the 
senses, and so it seems that the word “fruition” 
is derived from sensible fruits. But sensible fruit 
is that which we expect the tree to produce in 
the last place, and in which a certain sweetness 
is to be perceived. Hence fruition seems to have 
relation to love, or to the delight which one has 

2 Christian Doctrine, 1, 4 (PL 34, 20); De Trin., X, 10, 
11 (PL 42, 981, 982). | 
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im realizing the longed-fot term, which. is the 
end. Now the end and the good is the object 
of the appetitive power.: ’ Therefore it is evi- 
dent that ‘fruition’ is the act of the appetitive 
power. 

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders one and the 
same thing from belonging, under different as- 
pects, to different powers. Accordingly the vi- 
sion of God, as vision, is an act of the intellect; 
but as a good and an end, is the object of the 
will. And it is according to the latter that the 
enjoyment of the vision of God is realized. The 
intellect attains this end as the executive power, 
but the will as the power which moves towards 
the end and enjoys the end attained. 

Reply Obj. 2. The perfection and end of every 
other power is contained in the object of the ap- 
petitive power as the proper is contained in the 
common, as stated above (q. rx, A. 1). Hence 
the perfection and end of each power, in so far 
as it is a good, belongs to the appetitive power. 
Thus the appetitive power moves the other pow- 
ers to their ends, and itself realizes the end when 
each of them reaches the end. 

Reply Obj. 3. In delight there are two things: 
perception of what is fitting—and this pertains 
to the apprehensive power; and satisfaction in 
that which is offered as fitting—and this per- 
tains to the appetitive power, in which the no- 
tion of delight is realized. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether to Enjoy Belongs to the 
Rational Creature Alone, or Also to 
Irrational Animals? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that to enjoy belongs to men alone. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says? that “‘it is 
given to us men to enjoy and to use.” Therefore 
other animals cannot enjoy. 

Obj. 2. Further, to enjoy relates to the last 
end. But irrational animals cannot attain to the 
last end. Therefore it is not for them to enjoy. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as the sensitive appetite 
is beneath the intellectual appetite, so is the nat- 
ural appetite beneath the sensitive. If, therefore, 
to enjoy belongs to the sensitive appetite, it 
seems that for the same reason it can belong to 
the natural appetite. But this is evidently false, 
since the latter cannot delight in anything. 
Therefore the sensitive appetite cannot enjoy, 
and accordingly enjoyment is not possible for 
irrationa] animals. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXxTI, 


1 Fruitio is translated in general throughout this work 
as “enjoyment.” 
§ Christian Doctrine, 1, 22 (PL'34, 26). 7” 
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qu. 36):* “It is not so absurd to suppose that: 
even beasts enjoy: their food’ and any ad 
pleasure.” 

‘I answer that, As was wiaited above (A.: t). ms 
enjoy is not the act of the power that achieves 
the end as executor, but of the power that com- 
mands the achievement; for we have said that it 
belongs to the appetitive power. Now things 
that do not have knowledge have indeed a power 
of achieving an end by way of execution, as that 
by which a heavy body has a downward tend- 
ency, and a light body has an upward tendency. 
Yet the power of command in respect of theend 
is not in them, but in some higher nature, which 
moves all nature by its command, just as in 
things endowed with knowledge the appetite 
moves the other powers to their acts. Therefore 
it is clear that things void of knowledge, al- 
though they attain an end, have no enjoyment 
of the end. This is only for those that are en- 
dowed with knowledge. 

Now knowledge of the end is twofold: perfect 
and imperfect. Perfect knowledge of the end‘is 
that whereby not only is that known which is 
the end and the good, but also the universal na- 
ture of the end and the good; and such knowl- 
edge belongs to the rational nature alone. On 
the other hand, imperfect knowledge is that by 
which the end and the good are known in the 
particular. Such knowledge is in irrational ani- 
mals, whose appetitive powers do not command 
with freedom, but are moved according to a 
natural instinct to whatever they apprehend. 
Consequently, enjoyment belongs to the ration- 
al nature in a perfect degree; to irrational 
animals, imperfectly; to other creatures, rot 
at all. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking there of 
perfect enjoyment. 

Reply Obj. 2. Enjoyment need not be of the 
last end absolutely, but of that which each one 
chooses for his last end. 

Reply Obj. 3. The sensitive appetite follows 
knowledge, but not the natural appetite, espe- 
cially in things void of knowledge. 

Reply Obj. 4. Augustine is speaking there of 
imperfect enjoyment. This is clear from his way 
of speaking, for he says that “it is not so ab- 
surd to suppose that even beasts enjoy,” that is, 
as it would be, if one were to say that they use. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Enjoyment Is Only 
of the Last End? 
We proceed thus to the Third Article: ‘It 
seems that enjoyment is not only of the last end. 
*PL 40, 10. 
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Objection 1. For the. Apostle says: (Philem. 
20): Yea, brother, may I enjoy thee in the Lord. 
But it is evident that Paul had not placed his 
Jast end in a man. Therefore to enjoy is not only 
of the last end. 

Qbj. 2. Further, what we enjoy is the fruit. 
But the Apostle says (Gal. 5. 22): The fruit of 
the Spirit is charity, joy, peace, and other like 
things, which are not in the nature of the last 
end. Therefore enjoyment is not only of the last 
end. 

Obj. 3. Further, the acts of the will reflect on 
themselves; for I will to will, and I love to love. 
But to enjoy is an act of the will, since “‘it is the 
will with which we enjoy,” as Augustine says 
(De Trin. x. 10).1 Therefore a man enjoys his 
enjoyment. But the last end of man is not enjoy- 
ment, but the uncreated good alonc, which is 
God. Therefore enjoyment is not only of the 
last end. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x. 
rz) :? “A man does not enjoy that which he de- 
sires for the sake of something else.” But the 
last end alone is that which man does not desire 
for the sake of something else. Therefore enjoy- 
ment is of the Jast end alonc. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1) the no- 
tion of fruit implies two things: first that it 
should come last; secondly, that it should calm 
the appetite with a certain sweetness and de- 
light. Now a thing is last either absolutely or rel- 
atively; absolutely, if it be referred to nothing 
else; relatively, if it is the last in a particular se- 
ries. Therefore that which is last absolutely, and 
in which one delights as in the last end, is prop- 
erly called fruit, and this it is that one is proper- 
ly said to enjoy. But that which is delightful not 
in itself, but is desired only as referred to some- 
thing else, for example, a bitter potion for the 
sake of health, cannot in any way be called fruit. 
And that which has something delightful about 
it, to which a number of preceding things are 
referred, may indeed be called fruit in a certain 
manner, but we cannot be said to enjoy it prop: 
erly or as though it answered perfectly to the 
notion of fruit. Hence Augustine says (De Trin, 


x, 10)° that “we enjoy what we know, when the. 


delighted will is at rest therein.” But its rest is 
not absolute save in the possession of the last 
end, for as long as something is looked for, the 
movement of the will remains in suspense, al- 
though it has reached something. Thus in local 
movement, although any point between the two 
terms is a beginning and an end, yet it is not 

1 PL, 42, 981. §PL 42, 983. 
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considered as an actual end, except when the 
movement stops there. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says,‘ “if he had 
said, ‘May I enjoy thee,’ without adding ‘in the 
Lord,’ he would seem to have set the end of his 
love in him. But since he added that he set his 
end in the Lord, he implied his desire to enjoy 
Him,” as if we were to say that he expressed his 
enjoyment of his brother not as a term but as a 
means. 

Reply Obj. 2. Fruit bears one relation to the 
tree that bore it, and another to man that enjoys 
it, To the tree indeed that bore it, it is compared 
as effect to cause; to the one enjoying it, as the 
final object of his longing and the consumma- 
tion of his delight. Accordingly these fruits men- 
tioned by the Apostle are called so because they 
are certain effects of the Holy Ghost in us, and 
so they are called frats of the Spirit, but not as 
though we are to enjoy them as our last end. Or 
we may say with Ambrose‘ that they are called 
fruits “because we should desire them for their 
own sake,”’ not indeed as though they were not 
ordered to Happiness, but because they are in 
themselves of such a character that we ought to 
find pleasure in them. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Q. I, A. 8; Q. 
II, A. 7), we speak of an end in a twofold sense: 
first, as being the thing itself; secondly, as the 
attainment of it. These are not, of course, two 
ends, but one end, considered in itself and in its 
relation to something else. Accordingly God is 
the last end as that which is ultimately sought 
for, while the enjoyment is as the attainment of 
this last end. And so, just as God is not one end 
and the enjoyment of God another, so it is the 
same enjoyment by which we enjoy God, and by 
which we enjoy our enjoyment of God. And the 
same applies to created happiness which consists 
in enjoyment. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Enjoyment Is Only 
of the End Possessed? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that enjoyment is only of the end 
possessed. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
11)® that “to enjoy is to use joyfully, with the 
joy, not of hope, but of possession.”’ But so long 
as a thing is not had, there is joy, not of posses- 
sion but of hope. Therefore enjoyment is only of 
the end possessed. 


4 Christian Doririne, 1, 33 (PL 34, 33). 

5 Cf. Glossa interl., on Gal. 5.22 (v1, 87v); Glossa Lombar- 
di, on Gal. 5.22 (PL 192, 160); Sent., 1,1, 3 (QR1, 19); cf. also 
Ambrose, In Gal. 5.22 (PL 17, 389). 6 PL 42, 982. 
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Obj. 2. Further, as stated above (A..3), enjoy- 
ment is not properly otherwise than of the last 
end, because this alone gives rest to the appe- 
tite. But the appetite has no rest save in the 
possession of the end. Therefore enjoyment, 
properly speaking, is only of the end possessed. 

0b}. 3. Further, to enjoy is to lay hold of the 
fruit. But one does not lay hold of the fruit until 
one is in possession of the end. Therefore enjoy- 
ment is only of the end possessed. 

On the contrary, “To enjoy is to adhere lov- 
ingly to something for its own sake,” as Augus- 
tine says.' But this is possible, even in regard to 
a thing which is not in our possession. There- 
fore it is possible to enjoy the end even though 
it be not possessed. 

I answer that, To enjoy implies a certain re- 
lation of the will to the last end, according as the 
will possesses something as a Jast end. Now an end 
is possessed in two ways; perfectly and imper- 
fectly. Perfectly, when it is possessed not only in 
intention but also in reality; imperfectly, when 
it is possessed in intention only. Perfect enjoy- 
ment, thercfore, is of the end already possessed. 
But imperfect enjoyment is also of the end 
possessed, not really, but only in intention. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine speaks there of per- 
fect enjoyment. 

Reply Obj. 2. The will is hindered in two 
ways from being at rest. First on the part of the 
object, by reason of its not being the last end, 
but ordered to something else. Secondly on the 
part of the one who desires the end, by reason 
of his not being yet in possession of it. Now it js 
the object that specifies an act. But on the agent 
depends the manner of acting, whether it be per- 
fect or imperfect, according to the condition of 
the agent. Therefore enjoyment of anything but 
the last end is not enjoyment properly speaking, 
as falling short of the nature of enjoyment. But 
enjoyment of the last end not yet possessed, is 
enjoyment properly speaking, but imperfect, on 
account of the imperfect way in which it is pos- 
sessed. 

Reply Obj. 3. One is said to lay hold of or to 
have an end, not only in reality, but also in in- 
tention, as stated above. 


QUESTION XII 
OF INTENTION 
(In Five Articles) 


We must now consider Intention, concerning 

which there are five points of inquiry: (1) 

Whether intention is an act of the intellect or 
4 Christian Doctrine, 1, 4 (PL 34, 20).* 
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of the will?-(2) Whether it is only of the last 
end? (3) Whether one can intend two things 
at the same time? (4) Whether intention of the 
end is the same act as volition of the means? 
(5) Whether intention is appropriate to irra- 
tional animals? ' 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Intention Is an Act 
of the Intellect or of the Will? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that intention is an act of the intellect, 
and not of the will. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Matt. 6. 22): 
If thy eye be single, thy whole body shall be 
lightsome, where, according to Augustine (De 
Serm. Dom. in Monte ii)* “the eye signifies in- 
tention.”’ But since the eye is the instrument 
of sight, it signifies the apprehensive power. 
Therefore intention is not an act of the appeti- 
tive but of the apprehensive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (tbéd.) that 
Our Lord spoke of intention as a light. when 
He said (Matt. 6. 23): lf the light that is in 
thee be darkness, etc. But light pertains to 
knowledge. Therefore intention does too. 

Obj. 3. Further, intention implies a kind of 
ordering to an end. But to order is an act of 
reason. Therefore intention belongs not to the 
will but to the reason. 

Obj. 4. Further, an act of the will is either of 
the end or of the means. But the act of the will 
in respect of the end is called volition, or en- 
joyment; with regard to the means, it is choice, 
from which intention is distinct. Therefore it 
is not an act of the will. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xi, 4, 8, 9)* that “the intention of the will unites 
the sight to the object seen; and the images re- 
tained in the memory, to the penetrating gaze 
of the soul’s inner thought.” Therefore inten- 
tion is an act of the will. 

I answer that, Intention, as the very word 
denotes, means to tend to something. Now 
both the action of the mover and the move- 
ment of the thing moved tend to something. But 
that the movement of the thing moved tends to 
anything is due to the action of the mover. Con- 
sequently intention belongs first and principally 
to that which moves to the end; hence we say 
that an architect or anyone who is in authority, 
by his command moves others to that which he 
intends. Now the will moves all the other powers 
of the soul to the end, as shown above (a. rx, 
A. 1). Therefore it is evident that intention, 
properly speaking, is an act of the will. 

2 Chap. 13 (PL 34, 1289). PL 42. 990, 904, 996. 
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| Reply Ob}. 1, The eye designates intention 
figuratively ,'not because intention has reference 
to knowledge, but because it presupposes know!l- 
edge, which proposes ‘to the will the end to 
which the latter moves. Thus we foresee with 
the eye where we should tend with our bodies. 

Reply Obj. 2. Intention is called a light be- 
cause it is manifest to him who intends. And 
so works are called darkness, because a man 
knows what he intends, but does not know 
what the result may be, as Augustine expounds 
(loc. cit.). 

Reply 067. 3. The will does not order, but 
tends to something according to the order of 
reason. Consequently this word ‘‘intention” in- 
dicates an act of the will, presupposing the act 
by which the reason orders something to the 
end. 

Reply Obj. 4. Intention is an act of the will 
in regard to the end. Now the will stands in a 
threefold relation to the end. First, absolutely. 
And in this way we have volition, whereby we 
will absolutely to have health and so forth. 
Secondly, it considers the end, as its place of 
rest. And in this way enjoyment regards the 
end. Thirdly, it considers the end as the term 
towards which something is ordered; and thus 
intention regards the end. For when we speak 
of intending to have health, we mean not only 
that we will to have it, but that we will to have 
it by means of something else. 


ArticLe 2. Whether Intention Is Only 
of the Last End? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that intention is only of the last end. 

Objection 1. For it is said in the book of 
Prosper’s Sentences:' “The intention of the 
heart is a cry to God.” But God is the last end 
of the human heart. Therefore intention always 
regards the last end. 

Obj. 2. Further, intention regards the end as 
the term, as stated above (A. 1. Reply 4). But 
a term is something last. Therefore intention 
always regards the last end. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as intention regards the 
end, so does enjoyment. But enjoyment is al 
ways of the last end. Therefore intention is too. 

On the contrary, There is but one last end of 
human wills, namely, Happiness,as stated above 
(q. 1, A. 7). If, therefore, intention were only 
of the last end, men would not have different 
intentions, which is evidently false. 

I answer that, As stated above (a, 1. reply 
4), intention regards the end as a term of the 

1 Sent., 109 (PL51, 441). 
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movement of the. will. Now aterm of niove- 
ment may be taken in two ways. First, the very 
last term, when the movement comes to.a stop; 
this is the term of the whole movement. Sec- 
ondly, some point midway, which is the begin- 
ning of one part of the movement, and the end 
or term of the other. Thus in the movement 
from A to C through B, C is the last term, while 
B is a term, but not the last. And intention can 
be of both. Consequently though intention is al- 
ways of the end, it need not be always of the 
last end. 

Reply Obj. 1. The intention of the heart is 
called a cry to God, not that God is always 
the object of intention, but because He knows 
our intention.—Or because, when we pray, we 
direct our inlention to God, which intention 
has the force of a cry. 

Reply Obj. 2. A term is something last, not 
always in respect of the whole, but sometimes 
in respect of a part. 

Reply Obj. 3. Enjoyment implies rest in the 
end, and this pertains to the last end alone. 
But intention implies movement towards an 
end, not rest. Therefore the comparison proves 
nothing. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether One Can Intend Two 
Things at the Same Time? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that one cannot intend several 
things at the same time. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Serm. 
Dom. in Monte, ii, 14, 17)* that man’s intention 
cannot be directed at the same time to God and 
to bodily benefits. Therefore, for the same rea- 
son, neither to any other two things. 

Obj. 2. Further, intention designates a move- 
ment of the will towards a term. Now there 
cannot be several terms in the same direction of 
one movement. Therefnre the will cannot in- 
tend several things at the same time. 

Obj. 3. Further, intention presupposes an act 
of reason or of the intellect. But “it is not pos- 
sible to understand several things at the same 
time,” according to the Philosopher.’ There- 
fore neither is it possible to intend several 
things at the same time. 

On the contrary, Art imitates nature. Now 
nature intends two purposes by means of one 
instrument; thus “the tongue is for the pur- 
pose of taste and speech.’ Therefore, for the 
same reason, art or reason can at the same time 

2 PL 34, 1290, 1294. 
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dine: ont: thing to two ends;"s0. that.oné‘can 
intend several endis at the same time. get se 
' T atéswer that, ‘The expression. “two things” 
fnay be taken in two ways: they may be ordered 
to one another or not so ordered. And if they 
are ordered to one another, it is evident, ‘from 
what has been said, that a man can intend 
many things at the same time. For intention 
is not only of the last end, as stated above 
(a.:2), but also of an intermediary end. Now 
a man intends at the same time’ both the 
proximate and the last end, as for example, 
the mixing of a medicine and the giving of 
health. 

But if we take two things that are not ordered 
to one another, in this way also a man can in- 
tend several things at the same time. This is 
evident from the fact that a man prefers one 
thing to another because it is the better of the 
two. Now one of the reasons for which one 
thing is better than another is that it is avail- 
able for more purposes, and so one thing can 
be chosen in preference to another, because of 
the greater number of purposes for which it is 
available. And so it is evident that a man can 
intend several things at the same time. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine means to say that 
man cannot at the same time direct his inten- 
tion to God and to bodily benefits, as to two 
last ends, since, as stated above (Q. I, A. §), one 
man cannot have several last ends. 

Reply Obj. 2. There can be several terms or- 
dered to one another, of the same movement 
and in the same direction, but not unless they 
are ordered to one another. At the same time 
it must be observed that what is not one in 
reality can be taken as one by the reason. Now 
intention is a movement of the will to some- 
thing already ordered by the reason, as stated 
above (a. 1. Reply 3). Therefore where we have 
many things in reality, we may take them as 
one term of intention, in so far as the reason 
takes them as one; either because two things 
meet for the integrity of one whole, as a proper 
measure of heat and cold conduce to health, 
or because two things are included in one which 
may be intended. For instance, the acquiring of 
wine and clothing is included in wealth, as in 
something common to both. And so nothing 
hinders the man who intends to acquire wealth 
from intending both the others. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in the First Part (a. 
MII, A. 10; Q. LVIM, A. 2; Q. LXXxv, A. 4), it 
is possible to understand several things at the 
same time, in so far as, in some way, they are 
ohne. 


on 


Antics 4 Whether Intention of the End Is 

the Some Actas the Volition. of the Means? . 
‘We proceed thus tothe Fourth Article: It 

seems that the intention of the end and the voli- 


tion of the means are not one and the. same 


movernent. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says' (De. Trin. 
xi)! that “the will to see the window has for 
its end the seeing of the window, and is another 
act from the will to see, through the window, 
the passers-by.” But that I should will to see 
the passers-by through the window belongs 
to intention; but that I will to see the win- 
dow belongs to the volition of the means. 
Therefore intention of the end and the will- 
ing of the means are distinct movements of 
the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, acts are distinct according 
to their objects. But the end and the means are 
different objects. Therefore the intention of 
the end and the willing of the means are s 
ferent movements of the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the willing of the means is 
called choice. But choice and intention are not 
the same. Therefore intention of the end and 
the willing of the means are not the same move- 
ment of the will. 

On the contrary, The means in Saalicn to 
the end are as the mid-space to the term. Now 
it is all the same movement that passes through 
the mid-space to the term, in natural things. 
Therefore in things pertaining to the will, the 
intention of the end is the same movement as 
the willing of the means. 

I answer that, The movement of the will to 
the end and to the means can be considered in 
two ways. First, according as the will is moved 
to each absolutely and in itself. And thus there 
are absolutely two movements of the will to 
them. Secondly, it may be considered accord- 
ingly as the will is moved to the means for the 
sake of the end, and in this way the movement 
of the will to the end and its movement to the 
means are one and the same thing. For when I 
say: I wish to take medicine for the sake of 
health, I signify no more than one movement 
of my will. And this is because the end is the 
reason for willing the means. Now the object, 
and that by reason of which it is an object, 
come under the same act; thus it is the same 
act of sight that perceives colour and light, as 
stated above (Q. vitr, A. 3. Reply 2). And the 
same applies to the intellect, for if it consider 
principle and conclusion absolutely, it considers 

1 PL 42, 992. 
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each by a distinct act; ‘but when it assents to 
the conclusion on account of the principles, 
there is but one act of the intellect. 

Reply Obj. . Augustine is speaking of seeing 
the window and of seeing, through the window, 
the passers-by, according as the will is moved 
to either absolutely. 

| Reply Obj. 2. The end, considered as a thing, 
and the means to that énd, are distinct objects 
of the will. But in so far.as the end is the reason 
for willing the means, they are one and the 
same object. 

Reply Obj. 3. A movement which is one as to 
the subject. may differ, according to reason, as 
to its beginning and end, as in the case of ascent 
and descent.’ Accordingly, in so far as the 
movement of the will is to the means, as ordered 
to the end, it is called choice; but the move- 
ment of the will to the end as acquired by the 
means, is called intention. A sign of this is that 
we can have intention of the end without hav- 
ing determined the means which are the object 
of choice. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Intention Is Appropriate 
to Irrational Animals? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that irrational animals intend 
the end. 

Objection 1. For in things lacking reason na- 
ture stands further apart from the rational na- 
ture than does the sensitive nature in irra- 
tional animals. But nature intends the end even 
in things void of reason, as is proved in the 
Physics, Much more, therefore, do irrational 
animals intend the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as intention is of the 
end, so is enjoyment. But enjoyment is in irra- 
tional animals, as stated above (qQ. XI, A. 2). 
Therefore intention is too. 

Obj. 3. Further, to intend an end belongs to 
one who acts for an end, since to intend is 
nothing else than to tend to something. But ir- 
rational animals act for an end, for an animal 
is moved either to seek food, or to do something 
of the kind. Therefore irrational animals in- 
tend an end. 

On the contrary, Intention of an end implies 
ordering something to an end, which pertains 
to reason. Since therefore irrational animals 
de not have reason, it seems that they do not 
intend an end. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), to in- 
tend is to tend to something, and this pertains 
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to the mover and to the moved. According, 
therefore, as that which is moved to an end hy 
another is said to intend the end; in this way 
nature is said to intend an end as being moved 
to its end by God, just as the arrow is moved 
by the archer. And in this way irrational an- 
imals intend an end, in so far as they are moved 
to something by natural instinct. The other 
way of intending an end belongs to the mover, 
according as he orders the movement of some- 
thing, either his own or another’s, to an end. 
This belongs to reason alone. And so irrational 
animals do not intend an end in this way, which 
is to intend properly and principally, as stated 
above (A. 1). : 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument takes intention 
in the sense of being moved to an end. 

Reply Obj. 2. Enjoyment does not imply the 
ordering of one thing to another, as intention 
does, but absolute repose in the end. 

Reply Obj. 3. Irrational animals are. moved 
to an end, not as though they thought that they 
can gain the end by this movement, for this 
belongs to the one that intends; but through 
desiring the end by natural instinct, they are 
moved to an end, moved, as it were, by another, 
like other things that are moved naturally. 


QUESTION XIII 
OF CHOICE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE 
WILL IN RELATION TO THE MEANS 
(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider the acts of the will in 
relation to the means. There are three of them: 
to choose, to consent, and to use. And choice 
‘is preceded by counsel. First of all, then, we 
must consider choice; secondly, counsel (a. 
XIV); thirdly, consent (Q. xv); fourthly, use 
(Q. XVI). 

Concerning choice there are six points of in- 
quiry: (1) Of what power is it the act; of the 
will or of the reason? (2) Whether choice is to 
be found in irrational animals? (3) Whether 
choice is only of the means, or sometimes also 
of the end? (4) Whether choice is only of things 
that we do ourselves? (5) Whether choice is 
only of possible things? (6) Whether man 
chooses of necessity or freely? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Choice Is an Act 
of Will or of Reason? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that choice is an act, not of will 
but of reason. 

Objection 1. For choice implies comparison, 
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by, which one ds. given. preference to another. 
But to compare is an act of reason. Therefore 
choice is an act of reason. 

Obj. 2, Further, it pertains to the same power 
to form a syllogism and to draw.the conclu- 
sion. But, in practical matters, it is the reason 
that forms syllogisms. Since therefore choice 
is a kind of conclusion in practical matters, as 
stated in the Ethics! it seems that it is an act of 
reason. 

Qbj. 3. Further, ignorance does not pertain 
to the will but to the knowing power. Now 
“there is an ignorance of choice”, as is stated 
in the Ethics.* Therefore it seems that choice 
does not belong to the will but to the reason. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“choice is the desire of things in our own 
power.” But desire is an act of will. Therefore 
choice is too. 

I answer that, The word choice implies some- 
thing belonging to the reason or intellect, and 
something belonging to the will; for the Philos- 
opher says‘ that ‘choice is either intellect in- 
fluenced by appetite or appetite influenced by 
intellect.” Now whenever two things concur to 
make one, one of them serves as form for the 
other. Hence Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, De 
Nat. Hom. xxxiii)® says that “choice is neither 
desire only, nor counsel only, but a combination 
of the two. For just as we say that an animal is 
composed of soul and body, and that it is 
neither a mere body. nor a mere soul, but both, 
so is it with choice.” 

Now we must observe, as regards the acts 
of the soul, that an act belonging essentially to 
some power or habit, receives a form or species 
from a higher power or habit, according as the 
lower is ordered by the higher. For if a man 
were to perform an act of fortitude for the love 
of God, that act is materially an act of forti- 
tude, but formally, an act of charity. Now it 
is evident that, in a sense, reason precedes the 
will and orders its act, that is in so far as the 
will tends to its object according to the order of 
reason, since the apprehensive power presents 
the object to the appetite. Accordingly, that 
act by which the will tends to something pro- 
posed to it as good, is, from the fact that it 
is ordered to the end by the reason, materially 
an act of the will, but formally an act of the 
reason. Now in matters of this kind the sub- 
stance of the act is as the matter in relation to 
the order imposed by the higher power. There- 
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Gy3. 
fore choice is-substantially not an act 'of the 
reason but of. the-will, for. cheice is. accom." 
plished by a certain. moveinent of the sout to- 
wards the good which:is chosen. Consequently 
it Is evidently.an act of the appetitive power, 

Reply Obj. 1. Choice implies a previous com- 
parison, but not as though it convey in = 
comparison itself. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is true that it is for the rea- 
son to draw the conclusion of a practical syl- 
logism; and it is called a decision or judgment, 
to be followed by choice. And for this reason 
the conclusion seems to belong to the act of 
choice, as to that which results from it. 

Reply. Obj. 3. In speaking of ignorance of 
choice, we do not mean that choice is a sort 
of knowledge, but that there is ignorance of 
what ought to be chosen. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Choice Is to Be 
Found in Irrational Animals? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that irrational animals are able to 
choose. 

Objection 1. For choice is “the desire of cer- 
{ain things on account of an end,” as stated in 
the Ethics. But irrational animals desire some- 
thing on account of an end, since they act for an 
end and from desire. Therefore choice is in irra- 
tional animals. 

Obj. 2. Further, the very word electio 
(choice) seems to signify the taking of some- 
thing in preference to others. But irrational 
animals take something in preference to others, 
for we can easily see for ourselves that a sheep 
will eat one grass and refuse another. There- 
fore choice is in irrational animals. 

0bj.°3. Further, according to the Ethics,’ “tt 
is from prudence that a man makes a good 
choice of means.” But prudence is found in ir 
rational animals; hence it is said in the begin- 
ning of the Metaphysics® that ‘those animals 
which, like bees, cannot hear sounds, are pru- 
dent without learning it.”” We see this plainly, in 
wonderful cases of sagacity manifested in the 
works of various animals, such as bees, spiders, 
and dogs. For a hound in following a stag, on 
coming to a cross-road, tries by scent whether 
the stag has passed by the first or the second 
road, and if he find that the stag has not passed 
there, being thus assured, takes to the third 
road without trying the scent, as though he 
were reasoning by way of exclusion, arguing 

¢ Aristotle, xu, 2, 3 (rr17527; 1113%17). 
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that the. atag dnust hate passed-.by this way, 
‘since: be. idi one pass By the others, and there 
is no-other road. Thergfore it seéms that, irra- 
tonalanimals are ableito choose. 

1 dOn-the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa says! that 
‘Schildren and irrational animals act willingly 
‘but mot from choice.” Therefore choice is not 
in irrational animals. 

ff answer that, Since.choice is the taking of 
one thing in preference to another, it must of 
necessity be in respect of several things that 
can be chosen. Consequently in those things 
which are altogether determined to one thing 
there is no place for choice. Now the difference 
between the sensitive appetite and the will is 
that,.as stated above (Q. 1, A. 2. Reply 3), the 
sensitive appetite is determined to one par- 
ticular thing, according to the order of nature; 
but the will, although determined to one thing 
in general, namely, the good, according to the 
order of nature, is nevertheless indeterminate 
in respect of particular goods. Consequently 
choice belongs properly to the will, and not to 
the sensitive appetite which is all that irrational 
animals have. Therefore irrational animals are 
not able to choose. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every desire of one thing 
on account of an end is called choice, but there 
must be a certain discrimination of one thing 
from another. And this cannot be except when 
the appetite can be moved to several things. 

Reply Obj. 2. An irrational animal takes one 
thing in preference to another because its ap- 
petite is naturally determined to that thing. 
Therefore as soon as an animal, whether by 
its sense or by its imagination, is offered some- 
thing to which its appetite is naturally inclined, 
it is moved to that alone, without making 
any choice. Just as fire is moved upwards 
and not downwards, without its making any 
choice. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in the Physics, 
“movement is the act of the movable, caused 
by a mover.” Therefore the power of the mover 
appears in the movement of that which it 
moves. Accordingly, in all things moved by 
reason, the order of reason which moves them: 


is evident, although the things themselves are 


void of réason; for an arrow through the mo- 
tion of the archer goes straight towards the 
target, as though it were endowed with reason 
to direct its course. The same may be seen in 
the movements of clocks and all engines put 
together by the art of man. Now as artificial 
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thihgs’are iin. comparison: +o-hyumain art: are 
ail natural things in comparison to’ the Divine 
art. And accordingly order ‘is ‘to ‘be séen in 
things moved by nature, just asin things moved 
by.reason, as is stated in. the Paysics.* And thus 
it-is that in the works of irrational animals we 
notice certain marks of ‘sagacity, in so far ds 
they: have a natural inclination to set about 
their actions in a most-orderly manner through 
being ordered by the Supreme art. For which 
reason, too, certain animals are called prudent 
or sagacious, and not because they reason or 
exercise any choice about things. This is clear 
from the fact that all that share in one nature 
invariably act in the same way. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Chotce Is. Only of the 
Means, or Sometimes Also of the End? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that choice is not only of the means. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says* that 
“virtue makes us choose rightly; but it is not 
the part of virtue, but of some other power to 
direct rightly those things which are to be done 
for its sake.” But that for the sake of which 
something is done is the end. Therefore choice 
is of the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, choice implies preference of 
one thing to another. But just'as there can be 
preference of means, so can there be preference 
of ends. Therefore choice can be of ends, just 
as it can be of means. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“volition is of the end, but choice, of the 
means,” 

I answer that, As already stated (A. 1. Reply 


2), choice results from the decision or judgment 


which is, as it were, the conclusion of a prac- 
tical syllogism. Hence that which is the con- 
clusion of a practical syllogism, falls under 
choice. Now in practical things the end stands 
in the position of a principle, not of a con- 
clusion, as the Philosopher says.® Therefore the 
end, as such, is not a matter of choice. 

But just as in speculative knowledge nothing 
hinders the principle of one demonstration or 
of one science from being the conclusion of 
another demonstration or science, although the 
first indemonstrable principle cannot ‘be the 
conclusion of any demonstration or science, so 
too that which is the end in one operaticn may 
be ordered to something as an end. And in this 
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way it is a matter of choice: ‘Thus in the work 


of a physician:"health’ ts thes ‘end,"and soit’ fs - 


not a matter of choice for 2 ‘physician:’ but a 
niatter' of ptintiple. Now the health of the bddy 
is ordered to the good of the soul, so that: with 
one’who ‘has charge of the soul’s health, health 
or sickness may be a matter of choice; for the 
Apostle says (1I Cor. 12.:10): For when I am 
weak, then am I powerful. But the last end is 
in no way a matter of choice. 

Reply Obj, t. The proper ends of virtues 
are ordered to Happiness as to their last end. 
And thus it is that they can be a matter of 
choice. 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (a. 1, A. 5), 
there is but one last end. Accordingly wherever 
there are several ends, they can be the subject 
of choice, in so far as they are ordered to a 
further end. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Choice Is of Those 
Things Only That Are Done by Us? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that choice is not only in respect of 
human acts. 

Objection 1. For choice regards the means. 
Now, “not only acts, but also the organs, are 
means.’”! Therefore choice is not only con- 
cerned with human acts. 

Obj. 2. Further, action is distinct from con- 
templation. But choice has a place even in con- 
templation, in so far as one opinion is preferred 
to another. Therefore choice is not concerned 
with human acts alone. 

Obj. 3. Further, men are chosen for certain 
posts, whether secular or ecclesiastical, by those 
who exercisé no action in their regard. There- 
fore choice is not concerned with human acts 
alone. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“no man chooses save what he thinks he can 
do himself.” 

I answer that, Just as intention is of the end, 
so is choice of the means. Now the end is either 
an action or a thing. And when the end is a 
thing, some human action must intervene, 
either in so far as man produces the thing which 
is. the end, as the physician produces health 
(and.so the production of health is said to be 
the end of the physician), or in so far as man, 
in some fashion, uses or enjoys the thing which 
is the end; thus for the miser, money or the 
possession of money is the end. The same is to 
be said of the means. For the means must needs 
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beieither an action, ria‘thing, with sous sctlot 
intervening by which ‘hay ‘either males. the: 
thing which’ is the :means,:or- puts it ta some 
use. And thus.it is that choice is always i in Yea 
gard to human acts, 

Reply Obj. 1. The organs are ordered to, the : 
end, inasmuch as man makes.use'of them for 
the sake of the end. ' 

Reply Obj. 2. In contemplation itself there 
is the act of the intellect assenting to this or 
that opinion. What is put in contradistinction 
to contemplation is exterior action. = 

Reply Obj. 3. When a man chooses someone 
for a bishopric or some high position in the 
state, he chooses to name that man to that pest. 
Otherwise, if he had no right to act in the ap- 
pointment of the bishop or official, he would 
have no right to choose. Likewise, whenever, we 
speak of one thing being chosen in preference 
to another, it is in conjunction with some action 
of the chooser. Dos 
ARTICLE 5. Whether Choice Is Only 
Of Possible Things? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: ‘Tt 
seems that choice is not only of possible 
things. 

Objection 1. For choice is an act of the will, 
as stated above (a. 1). Now “there is a willing 
of possibilities and impossibilities.”* Therefore 
there is also a choice of impossibilities. 

Obj. 2. Further, choice is of things done by 
us, as stated above (A. 4.) Therefore it does 
not matter, as far as the act of choosing is con- 
cerned, whether one choose that which is im- 
possible absolutely or that which is impossible 
to the chooser. Now it often happens that we 
are unable to accomplish what we choase; go 
that this proves to be impossible to us. There- 
fore choice is of the impossible. | 

Obj. 3. Further, to try to do a thing is to 
choose to do it. But the blessed Benedict says 
(Regula Ixviii)‘ that if the superior command 
what is impossible, it should be attempted. 
Therefore choice can be of the impossible. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“there is no choice of impossibilities,” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 4); our 
choice is always concerned with our actions. 
Now whatever is done by us, is possible to ua. 
Therefore we must say that choice is sad of 
possible things. 

Moreover, the reason for ais a thing 

8 Tbéd., ut, 2 (rrx7>22). 
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is that it leads to an end. But what is impossible 
cannot lead to an end. A sign of this is that 
when men in taking counsel together come to 
something that is impossible to them, they de- 
part, as being unable to proceed with the busi- 
hess. 

' Again, this is evident if we examine the 
process of the reason that precedes. For the 
means, which are the object of choice, are to 
the end as the conclusion is to the principle. 
Now it is clear that an impossible conclusion 
does not follow from a possible principle. 
Therefore an end cannot be possible, unless the 
means be possible. Now no one is moved to 
the impossible. Consequently no one would 
tend to the end, save for the fact that the 
means appear to be possible. Therefore the im- 
possible is not the object of choice. 

Reply Obj, 1. The will stands between the in- 
tellect and the external action, for the intellect 
proposes to the will its object, and the will it- 
self causes the external action. Hence the be- 
ginning of the movement in the will is to be 
found in the intellect, which apprehends some- 
thing as universal good; but the term or per- 
fection of the will’s act is to be observed in its 
relation to the action by which a man tends 
to the attainment of a thing; for the movement 
of the will is from the soul to the thing. Con- 
sequently the perfection of the act of the will 
is in respect of something that is good for one 
to do. Now this cannot be something impos- 
sible. Therefore the complete act of the will is 
only in respect of what is possible and good 
for him that wills. But the incomplete act of 
the will is in respect of the impossible, and by 
some is called “‘velleity,” because, namely, one 
would will (vellet) such a thing, were it pos- 
sible.. But choice is an act of the will already 
determined to something to be done by the 
chooser. And therefore it can only be of what is 
possible. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since the object of the will is 
the apprehended good, we must judge of the 
object of the will according as it it appre- 
hended. And so, just as sometimes the will 
tends to something which is apprehended as 
good, and yet is not really good, so is choice 
sometimes made of something apprehended as 
possible to the chooser, and yet impossible to 
him. 

Reply Obj. 3. The reason for this is that the 
subject should not rely on his own judgment 
to decide whether a certain thing is possible, 
but in each case should stand by his superior’s 
judgment. 
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Articts 6. Whether Man Chooses of 
Necessity or Freely? caine 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It seem 
that man chooses of necessity. 

Objection 1. For the end stands in relation to 
the things that can be chosen as the principle to 
that which follows from the principles, as de- 
clared in the Ethics.! But conclusions follow of 
necessity from their principles. Therefore man 
Is moved of necessity from the end to the choice. 

Obj. 2. Further, as stated above (A. 1. Reply 
2), choice follows the reason’s judgment of 
what is to be done. But reason judges of neces- 
sity about some things, on account of the neces- 
sity of the premisses. Therefore it seems that 
choice also follows of necessity. 

Obj. 3. Further, if two things are absolutely 
equal, man is not moved to one more than to the 
other. Thus if a hungry man, as Plato says,” be 
confronted on either side with two portions of 
food equally appetizing and at an equal dis- 
tance, he is not moved towards one more than 
to the other; and he finds the reason of this in 
the immobility of the earth in the middle of the 
world as it is said in the book on the Heavens.’ 
Now much less can that be chosen which is less 
desirable than that which is equally so. There- 
fore 1f two or more things are available, of which 
One appears to be more desirable, it is impos- 
sible to choose any of the others. Therefore that 
which appears to hold the first place is chosen of 
necessity. But every act of choosing is in regard 
to something that seems in some way better. 
Therefore every choice is made necessarily. 

On the contrary, Choice is an act of a rational 
,power, which according to the Philosopher,‘ 
stands in relation to opposites. 

I answer that, Man does not choose of neces- 
sity. And this is because that which is possible 
not to be, is not of necessity. Now the reason 
why it is possible not to choose, or to choose, 
may be gathered from a twofold power in man. 
For man can will and not will, act and not act; 
again, he can will this or that, and do this or 
that. The reason of this is seated in the very 
power of the reason. For the will can tend to 
whatever the reason can apprehend as good. 
Now the reason can apprehend as good, not only 
this, namely, to will or to act, but also this, 
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namely, not to will of not to act, Again, in. all 
particular goods, the reason.can consider an as- 
pect of some good and the Jack of some good, 
which has the aspect of evil; and in this respect, 
it can apprehend any single one of such goods as 
to be chosen or to be avoided. The perfect good 
alone, which is Happiness, cannot be appre- 
hended by the reason under the aspect of evil, or 
as lacking in any way. Consequently man wills 
Happiness of necessity, nor can he will not to 
be happy, or to be unhappy. Now since choice 


is not of the end, but of the means, as stated ° 


above (A. 3), it is not of the perfect good, 
which is Happiness, but of other particular 
goods. Therefore man chooses not of necessity 
but freely. 

Reply 067. 1. The conclusion does not always 
of necessity follow from the principles, but only 
when the principles cannot be true if the con- 
clusion is not true. In like manner, the end does 
not always necessitate in man the choosing of 
the means, because the means are not always 
such that the end cannot be gained without 
them; of, if they be such, they are not always 
considered in that light. 

Reply Obj. 2. The reason’s decision or judg- 
ment of what is to be done is about contingent 
things that are possible to us. In such matters 
the conclusions do not follow of necessity from 
principles that are absolutely necessary, but 
from such as are so conditionally; as, for in- 
stance, If he runs, he is in motion. 

Reply Obj. 3. If two things be proposed as 
equal under one aspect, nothing hinders us from 
considering in one of them some particular point 
of superiority, so that the will has a bent 
towards that one rather than towards the other. 


QUESTION XIV 
OF COUNSEL, WHICH PRECEDES CHOICE 
(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider counsel; concerning 
which there are six points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether counsel is an inquiry? (2) Whether 
counsel is of the end or only of the means? (3) 
Whether counsel is only of things that we do? 
(4) Whether counsel is of all things that we do? 
(5) Whether the process of counsel is one of 
resolution? (6) Whether the process of counsel 
is infinite? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Counsel Is an Inquiry? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that counsel is not an inquiry. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
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Orthod, ii)! that “counsel.is, an appetite.”: But 
inquiry is not an act of the. appetite. Therefore 
counsel is not an inquiry. 

Obj. 2. Further, inquiry is a discursive act of 
the intellect, for which reason it is unbecoming 
to God, Whose knowledge is not discursive, as 
we have shown in the First Part (q. x1v, a. 7). 
But counsel is ascribed to God, for it is written 
(Eph, 1. 11) that He worketh all things accord- 
ing to the counsel of His will. Therefore counsel 
is not inquiry. 

Obj. 3. Further, inquiry is of doubtful mat- 
ters. But counsel is given in matters that are cer- 
tainly good; thus the Apostle says (I Car. 7. 
25): Now concerning virgins I have no com- 
mandment of the Lord: but I give cates 
Therefore, counsel is not an inquiry. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa says: 
“Every counsel is an inquiry; but not every in- 
quiry is a counsel.” 

I answer that, Choice, as stated above (Q. 
XIII, A. 1. Reply 2; A. 3), follows the judgment 
of the reason about what is to be done. Now 
there is much uncertainty in things that have to 
be done, because actions are concerned with 
contingent singulars. which by reason of their 
changeahility, are uncertain. Now in things 
doubtful and uncertain the reason does not pro. 
nounce judgment without previous inquiry. 
Therefore the reason must of necessity institute 
an inquiry before deciding on the objects of 
choice, and this inquiry is called counsel. Hence 
the Philosopher says* that choice is “the desire 
of what has been already.counselled.” 

Reply Obj. 1. When the acts of two powers 
are ordcred to one another, in each of them 
there is something belonging to the other power. 
Consequently each act can be named from ei- 
ther power. Now it is evident that the act of the 
reason giving direction as to the means, and the 
act of the will tending to these means according 
to the reason’s direction, are ordered to one an- 
other. Consequently there is to be found some- 
thing of the reason, namely, order, in that act 
of the will, which is choice. And in counsel, 
which is an act of reason, there is to be found 
something of the will,—both as matter (since 
counsel is of what man wills to do),—-and as 
motive (because it is from willing the end, that 
man is moved to take counsel in regard to the 
means). And therefore, just as the Philosopher 
says‘ that “choice is intellect influenced by ap- 
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petite,” thas: pointing ‘ont: that: both iconew: in 


the’ act: 6f cchioosing, #0 Bamascene: says (ioc. 


Git.) that “counsel:is appetite based on inquiry,” 
$0 as: to show that counsel belongs, in a way, 
both-to’ the will, on whose behalf and by whose 
impulse the inquiry is made, and to the reason 
that makes the inquiry. ° 
. Reply Obj. 2. The things that we say of God 
must be understood without any of the defects 
which are to be found in us. Thus in us science 
is of conclusions derived by reasoning from 
causes to effects, but science when said of God, 
means certain knowledge of all effects in the 
First Cause, without any reasoning process. In 
like manner we ascribe counsel to God, as to the 
certainty of His decision or judgment, which 
certainty in us arises from the inquiry of coun- 
gel. But such inquiry has no place in God, and 
therefore in this respect it is not ascribed to 
God. In which sense Damascene says (loc. cit.): 
“God takes not counsel: those only take coun- 
sel ‘who lack knowledge.” 

Reply Obj. 3. It may happen that things 
which are most certainly good in the opinion of 
wise and spiritual men are not certainly good in 
the opinion of many, or at least of carnal-mind- 
ed men. Consequently in such things counsel 
may be given. 


Articie 2. Whether Counsel Is of the End, 
or Only of the Means? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that counsel is not only of the 
means but also of the end. 

Objection 1. For whatever is doubtful, can be 
the subject of inquiry. Now in things to be done 
by man’ there happens sometimes a doubt as to 
the end and not only as to the means. Since 
therefore inquiry as to what is to be done is 
counsel, it seems that counsel can be of the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, the matter of counsel is hu- 
man actions. But some human actions are ends, 
as stated in the Ethics! Therefore counsel can 
be of the end. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa says? that 
“counsel is not of the end, but of the means.” 

I answer that, The end is the principle in 
practical ‘matters, because the nature of the 
means is to be found in the end Now the prin- 
ciple cannot be called in question, but must be 
presupposed in every inquiry. Since therefore 
counsel is an inquiry, it is not of the end but 
only of the means. Nevertheless it may happen 
that what is the end in regard to some things is 
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ordeted to something ‘else; jist as also what-is 
the principle of one ‘denionuttation dg the dons 
clusion of another. Anti consequently that which 
is looked upon as the end in one inquiry maybe 
looked upon.as the means in another.’And thas it 
will become an object of counsel. 

Reply Obj. 1. That which is looked upon as aa 
end is already determined: Consequently as long 
as there is any doubt about it, it is not looked 
upon as an end. Therefore if counsel is taken 
about it, it will be counsel not about the end, 
but about the means. 

Reply Obj. 2. Counsel is about operations, in 
so far as they are ordered to some end. Conse- 
quently if any human act be an end, it will not, 
as such, be the matter of counsel. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Counsel Is Only of 
Things That We Do? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that counsel is not only of things that 
we do, 

Objection 1. For counsel implies some kind of 
bringing together. But it is possible for many to 
compare things that are not subject to move- 
ment, and are not the result of our actions, such 
as the natures of various things. Therefore 
counsel is not only of things that we do. 

Obj. 2. Further, men sometimes seek counsel 
about things that are laid down by law; hence 
we speak of counsel at law. And yet those who 
seek counsel thus have nothing to do in making 
the laws. Therefore counsel is not only of things 
that we do. 

Obj. 3. Further, some are said to take consul- 
tation about future events, which, however, are 
not in our power. Therefore counsel is not only 
of things that we do. 

Obj. 4. Further, if counsel were only of things 
that we do, no one would take counsel about 
what another does. But this is clearly untrue. 
Therefore counsel is not only of things that 
we do. 

On. the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesi- 
us,—De Nat. Hom. xxxiv)' says: “We take 
counsel of things that take place within us and’ 
that we are able to do.” 

I answer that, Counsel properly implies a con- 
ference held between several. The very word 
(consilium) denotes this, for it means a sitting 
together (considium), from the fact that many 
sit together in order to confer with one another. 
Now we must take note that in contingent par- 
ticular cases, in order that anything be known 
for certain it is necessary to take several condi- 
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done or cirotumstances into consideration, which 
it is mot easy for one.to consider, but are con+ 
sidered by several with greater certainty, since 
what one takes note of escapes the notice of an- 
other. But in necessary and universal things, our 
view is brought to bear on matters much more 
absolute and simple, so that one man by himself 
may be more adequate to consider these things. 
Therefore the inquiry of counsel is concerned, 
properly speaking, with contingent singulars. 
Now the knowledge of the truth in such matters 
does not rank so high as to be desirable of itself, 
as is the knowledge of things universal and nec- 
essary, but it is desired as being useful towards 
action, because actions bear on things singular 
and contingent. Consequently, properly speak- 
ing, counsel is about things done by us. 

Reply Obj. 1. Counsel implies comparison, 
not of any kind, but about what is to be done, 
for the reason given above. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although that which is laid 
down by the law is not due to the action of him 
who seeks counsel, nevertheless it directs him in 
his action, since the mandate of the law is one 
reason for doing something. 

Reply Obj 3. Counsel is not only about what 
is done, but also about whatever has relation to 
what is done. And for this reason we speak of 
consulting about future events, in so far as man 
is induced to do or omit something, through the 
knowledge of future events. 

Reply Obj. 4. We seek counsel about the ac- 
tions of others in so far as they are, in some 
way, one with us; either by union of affection— 
thus a man is solicitous about what concerns his 
friend, as though it concerned himself; or after 
the manner of an instrument, for the principal 
agent and the instrument are, in a way, one 
cause, since one acts through the other; thus the 
master takes counsel about what he would do 
through his servant. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Counsel Is About 
All Things That We Do? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that counsel is about all things that we 
have to do. 

Objection 1. For choice is the desire of what 
is counselled as stated above (A. 1). But choice 
is about all things that we do. Therefore counsel 
is too. 

Obj. 2. Further, counsel implies the reason’s 
inquiry. But whenever we do not act through the 
impulse of passion we act in virtue of the rea- 
son’s inquiry. Therefore there is counsel about 
everything that we do. 
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Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that “if 
it appeuré Chat something can be done by mare 
means than one, we take counsel by inquiring 
whereby it may be done most easily and best; 
but if it can be accomplished by one means, how 
it can be done by this.” But whatever is done, is 
done by one means or by several. Therefore 
counsel takes place in al] things that we do, 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyasa (Nemesis 
us,—De Nat. Hom. xxxiv)? says that “counsel 
has no place in things that are done according to 
science or art.” 

1 answer that, Counsel is a kind of inquiry, as 
stated above (A. 1). But we are accustomed to 
inquire about things that admit of doubt; hence 
the process of inquiry, which is called an argue 
ment, is a reason that certifies to something 
that admitted of doubt. Now, that something in 
relation to human acts, admits of no doubt, 
arises from a twofold source. First, because cer+ 
tain determinate ends are gained by certain de- 
terminate means, as happens in the arts which 
are governed by certain fixed rules of action, 
Thus a writer does not take counsel how to form 
his letters, for this is determined by art, Sec- 
ondly, from the fact that it matters little wheth- 
er it is done this or that way. This occurs in 
trivial matters, which help or hinder but, little 
towards the end aimed at; and reason accounts 
them as nothing. Consequently there are two 
things of which we do not take counsel, al- 
though they are ordered to the end, as the Phi- 
losopher says ;* namely, trivial things, and thase 
which have a fixed way of being done, as in 
works produced by art, with the exception of 
those arts that admit of conjecture, such as 
medicine, commerce, and the like, as Gregory of 
Nyssa says (Nemesius,—loc. cit.). 

Reply Obj. 1. Choice presupposes counsel by 
reason of its judgment or decision. Consequent- 
ly when the judgment or decision is evident 
without inquiry there is no need for the inquiry 
of counsel. 

Reply 06}. 2. In matters that are evident the 
reason makes no inquiry, but judges at once. 
Consequently there is no need of counsel in all 
that is done by reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. When a thing can be accom- 
plished by one means, but in different ways, 
doubt may arise, just as when it can be accom- 
plished by several means. And hence the need 
of counsel. But when not only the means but 
also the way of using the means, is fixed, then 
there is'tid need of counsel. 
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Arricie 5. Whether the Process of Counsel 
Is One.of Resolution? — 

We proceed thus to .the Fifth Article: It 
seems that the process of counsel is not one of 
resolution. 

Objection 1. For counsel is about things that 
we do. But the process of our actions is not one 
of resolution, but rather one of composition, 
namely, from the simple to the composite. 
Therefore counsel does not always proceed by 
way of resolution. 

Obj. 2. Further, counsel is an inquiry of the 
reason. But reason proceeds from things that 
precede to things that follow, according to the 
more appropriate order. Since then, the past 
precedes the present, and the present precedes 
the future, it seems that in taking counsel one 
should proceed from the past and present to the 
future, which is not the order of resolution. 
Therefore the process of counsel is not one of 
resolution. 

Obj. 3. Further, counsel is only of such things 
as are possible to us, according to the Ethics.! 
But the question as to whether a certain thing is 
possible to us depends on what we are able or 
unable to do in order to gain such and such an 
end. Therefore the inquiry of counsel should be- 
gin from things present. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“he who takes counsel seems to inquire and re- 
solve.” 

|] answer that, In every inquiry one must be- 
gin from some principle. And if this principle 
precedes both in knowledge and in being, the 
process is not one of resolution, but rather of 
composition, because to proceed from cause to 
effect is to proceed by way of composition, since 
causes are more simple than effects. But if that 
which precedes in knowledge is later in the order 
of being, the process is one of resolution, as 
when our judgment deals with clearly known ef- 
fects, which we resolve into their simple causes. 
Now the principle in the inquiry of counsel is 
the end, which precedes indeed in intention, but 
comes afterwards in being. Hence the inquiry of 
counsel must be one of resolution, beginning, 
that is to say, from that which is intended in 
the future, ahd continuing until it arrives at that 
which is to be immediately done. 

| Reply Obj. 1. Counsel is indeed about action. 
But the nation of action is taken from the end, 
and consequently the order of reasoning about 
actions is contrary to the order of actions. 
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Reply Obj..2, Reason begins with that which 
is first according to reason, but not always with 
that which is first in point of time. 

Reply Obj. 3. We should not want to know 
whether something to be done for an end be pos- 
sible, if it were not suitable for gaining that end. 
Hence we must first inquire whether it be con- 
ducive to the end before considering whether it 
be possible. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Process of Counsel 
Is Infinite? 


We praceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that the process of counsel is infinite. 

Objection 1. For counsel is an inquiry about 
the particular things with which action is con- 
cerned. But singulars are infinite. Therefore the 
process of counsel is infinite. 

Obj. 2. Further, the inquiry of counsel has to 
consider not only what is to be done, but how to 
avoid obstacles. But every human action can be 
hindered, and an obstacle can be removed by 
some human reason. Therefore the inquiry 
about removing obstacles can go on infinitely. 

0bj. 3. Further, the inquiry of demonstrative 
science does not go on infinitely, because one 
can come to principles that are self-evident, 
which are absolutely certain. But certainty of 
this kind is not to be had in contingent singu- 
lars, which are variable and uncertain, There- 
fore the inquiry of counsel goes on infinitely. 

On the contrary, “‘No one is moved to that 
which he cannot possibly reach.’* But it is im- 
possible to pass through the infinite. If there- 
fore the inquiry of counsel is infinite, no one 
would begin to take counsel. Which is clearly 
untrue. 

’ Ll answer that, The inquiry of counsel is actu- 
ally finite on both sides, on that of its principle 
and on that of its term. For a twofold principle 
is available in the inquiry of counsel. One is 
proper to it, and belongs to the very genus of 
things pertaining to operation; this is the end, 
which is not the matter of counsel, but is taken 
for granted as its principle, as stated above (A. 
2). The other principle is taken from another 
genus, so to speak; thus in demonstrative sci- 
ences one science postulates certain things from 
another, without inquiring into them. Now these 
principles which are taken for granted in the in- 
quiry of counsel are any facts received through 
the senses—for instance, that this is bread or 
iron; and also what is known in a universal 
manner either through speculative or through 
practical science; for instance, that adultery is 
3 Aristotle, Heavens, 1, 7 (27417). 
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forbidden by. God, or that man cannot live with- 
out: suitable nourishment. Of such things coun- 
sel makes no inquiry. But the term of inquiry is 
that which we are able to do at once. For just as 
the end has the character of a principle, so the 
means have the character of a conclusion. 
Therefore that which presents itself as to be 
done first, has the character of an ultimate con- 
clusion at which the inquiry comes to an end. 
Nothing however prevents counsel from being 
infinite potentially, since an infinite number of 
things may present themselves to be inquired 
into by means of counsel. 

Reply Obj. 1. Singulars are infinite, not actu- 
ally, but only potentially. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although human action can be 
hindered, the hindrance is not always present. 
Consequently it is not always necessary to take 
counsel about removing the obstacle. 

Reply Obj. 3. In contingent singulars, some- 
thing may be taken for certain, not absolutely, 
indeed, but for the time being, and as far as it 
concerns the work to be done. Thus that Socra- 
tes is sitting is not a necessary statement, but 
that he is sitting, as long as he continues to sit, 
is necessary. And this can be held with certainty. 


QUESTION XV 
Or CONSENT, WHICH IS AN ACT OF 
THE WILL IN RELATION TO THE MEANS 
(In Four Articles) 


Wer must now consider consent. concerning 
which there are four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether consent is an act of the appetitive or 
of the apprehensive power? (2) Whether it is 
appropriate to irrational animals? (3) Whether 
it is directed to the end or to the means? (4) 
Whether consent to an act pertains to the 
higher part of the soul only? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Consent Is an Act of the 
Appetitive or of the Apprehensive Power? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that consent belongs only to the appre- 
hensive part of the soul. 

Objection 1. For Augustine (De Trin. xii)! 
ascribes consent to the higher reason. But the 
reason is an apprehensive power. Therefore 
consent belongs to an apprehensive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, consent is ‘‘co-sense.” But 
sense is an apprehensive power. Therefore con- 
sent is the act of an apprehensive power. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as assent is an applica- 
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' tion’ of the intellect to something, so is consent. 


But assent pertains to the intellect, which Ft: 
an apprehensive power. Therefore consent also 
belongs to an apprehensive power. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii)? that “if a man judge without love 
for that of which he judges, there is no deci- 
sion,” that is, consent. But to love pertains to 
the appetitive power. Therefore consent does 
also. 

I answer that, Consent implies application of 
sense to something. Now it is proper to sense 
to take cognizance of things present, for the 
imagination apprehends the likeness of corpo- 
real things even in the absence of the things 
of which they béar the likeness, while the in- 
tellect apprehends universal notions, which it 
can apprehend indifferently, whether the singu- 
lars be present or absent. And since the act of 
an appetitive power is a kind of inclination to 
the thing itself, the application of the appetitive 
power to the thing, in so far as it cleaves to 
it, gets by a kind of likeness, the name of sense, 
since it acquires an experience as it were, of 
the thing to which it cleaves, in so far as it is 
satisfied in it. Hence it is written (Wisd. 1. 1): 
Think of (Sentite) the Lord in goodness. And 
on these grounds consent is an act of the ap- 
petitive power. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated in the treatise on the 
Soul,? “the will is in the reason.” Hence, when 
Augustine ascribes consent to the reason, he 
takes reason as including the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sense, properly speaking, be- 
longs to the apprehensive faculty; but by way 
of likeness. in so far as it implies seeking ac- 
quaintance, it pertains to the appetitive power, 
as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 3. To assent (assentire) is, so to 
speak, to feel towards something (ed aliud sen- 
lire); and thus it implies a certain distance 
from that to which assent is given. But to con- 
sent (consentire) is to fee) with, and this im- 
plies a certain union to the object of consent. 
Hence the will, to which it pertains to tend to 
the thing itself, is more properly said to con- 
sent; but the intellect, whose act does not con- 
sist in a movement towards the thing, but 
rather the reverse, as we have stated in the 
First Part (Q. XVI, A. I; Q. XXVII, A. 4; Q. LIX, 
A. 2), is more properly said to assent; although 
one word is customarily used for the other. 
We may also say that the intellect assents, in 
so far as it is moved by the will. 
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note. 4, Whether Comsent ts Appraniiate 
: to Jrrational Animals? °, 

“We proceed thus to the Second “Article: It 
seems that consent is appropriate to irrational 
animals. 

“Objection 1. For consent implies a determi- 
‘nation of the appetite to one thing. But the ap- 
petite of irrational animals i is determined to one 
thing. Therefore consent is to be found in irra- 
tional animals. 

Obj. 2. Further, if you remove what is first, 
you remove what follows. But consent precedes 
the accomplished act. If therefore there were 
no consent in irrational animals, there would 
be no act accomplished, which is clearly false. 

Obj. 3. Further, men are sometimes said to 
consent to do something through some passion; 
desire, for instance, or anger. But irrational an- 
imals act through passion. Therefore they con- 
gent. | 

.On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii)' that “after judging, man approves 
and embraces the judgment of his counselling, 
and this is called the decision,” that is, consent. 
But counsel is not in irrational animals. There- 
foré neither is consent. 

J answer that, Consent, properly speaking, is 
not in irrational animals. The reason of this is 
that consent implies an application of the appe- 
titive movement to something as to be done. 
Now to apply the appetitive movement to the 
doing of something pertains to the subject in 
whose power it is to move the appetite. Thus to 
touch a stone is an action suitable to a stick, 
but to apply the stick so that it touch the stone, 
pertains to one who has the power of moving the 
stick. But irrational animals have not the com- 
mand of the appetitive movement, for this is in 
them through natural instinct. Hence in the irra- 
tional animal, there is indeed the movement of 
appetite, but it does not apply that movement 
to some particular thing. And hence it is that 
the irrational animal is not properly said to con- 
sent. This is proper to the rational nature alone, 
which has the command of the appetitive move- 
ment, and is able to apply or not to apply it to 
this or that thing. 

‘Reply Obj. 1. In irrational animals the de- 
termination of the appetite to a‘particular thing 
ig merely passive. But consent implies a deter- 
mirtation of the appetite which is active rather 
than merely passive. 

Repiy Obj. 2. If the first be cepted. then 
what follows is removed, provided that, properly 
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spegking, it: folfow frotty that ofly, But if somie- 
thing can folldw ftein several things, 'it is not 
removed by the fact that one of them is re. 
moved. Thus if hardening is the effect of heat 
and of cold (since bricks are hardened by fire, 
and frozen water is hardened by the cold), thea 
by removing heat it does not follow that there 
is no hardening. Now the accomplishment of an 
act follows not only from consent, but also from 
the impulse of the appetite, such as is found in 
irrational animals. 

Reply Obj. 3. The man who acts through pas- 
sion is able not to follow the passion. But irra- 
tional animals do not have that power. Hence 
the comparison fails. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Consent Is Directed 
to the End or to the Means? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that consent is directed to the end. 

Objection 1. Because that on account of 
which a thing is such is still more such. But it 
is on account of the end that we consent to the. 
means. Therefore, still more do we consent to 
the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, the act of the intemperate 
man is his end, just as the act of the virtuous 
man is his end. But the intemperate man con- 
sents to his own act. Therefore consent can be 
directed to the end. 

Obj. 3. Further, desire of the means is choice, 
as stated above (0. xm, A. 1). If therefore con- 
sent were only directed to the means it would 
in no way differ from choice. And this is proved 
to be false by the authority of Damascene who 
says (De Fide Orthod. ii, 22)? that after the ap- 
proval which he calls the decision, comes the 
choice. Therefore consent is not only Cirected 
to the means. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (ibid.) that 
the decision, that is, the consent, takes place 
“when man approves and embraces the judg- 
ment of his counsel.” But counsel is only about 
the means. Therefore the same applies to con- 
sent. 

I answer that, Consent is the application of 


, the appetitive movement to something that is 
’ already in the power of him who causes the ap- 


plication. Now the order of action is this: first 
there is the apprehension of the end; then the 
desire of the end; then the counsel about the 
means; then the desire of the means. Now the 
appetite tends to the last end naturally, and 
therefore the application of the appetitive 
movement to the apprehended end aa not va 
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te those 2 thiagn wih come dnder’ considesstion 


after the last end, in so far as they are directed - hig 


to, the end, : ‘they. come ‘under counsel ; and: so 
consent can be applied to' them, in so far ds the 
appetitive movement is applied to the judgment 
resulting. from counsel, But ‘the appetitive 
movement ‘to the end is not applied to counsel, 
but rather counsel is applied to it, because coun- 
sel presupposes the desire of the end. On the 
other hand, the desire of the means presupposes 
the decision of counsel. And therefore the ap- 
plication of the appetitive movement to coun- 
sel’s decision is consent, properly speaking. 
Consequently, since counsel is only about the 
means, consent, properly speaking, is of nothing 
else but the means. 

Reply Obj. 1. Just as the knowledge of con- 
clusions through the principles is science, while 
the knowledge of the principles is not science, 
but something higher, namely, understanding, 
so we consent to the means on account of the 
end, in respect of which our act is not consent, 
but something greater, namely, volition. 

Reply Obj, 2. Delight in his act, rather than 
the act itself, is the end of the intemperate man, 
and for sake of this delight he consents to that 
act. 

Reply Obj. 3. Choice includes something that 
consent does not have, namely, a certain rela- 
tion to something to which something else is 
preferred. And therefore after consent there 
still remains a choice. For it may happen that 
by aid of counsel several means have been 
found which lead to the end, and through each 
of these meeting with approval, consent has 
been given to each. But after approving of 
many, we have given our preference to one by 
choosing it. But if only one meets with ap- 
proval, then consent and choice do not differ in 
reality, but only in our way of looking at them, 
so that we call it consent, according as we ap- 
prove of doing that thing, but choice according 
as we prefer it to those that do not meet with 
our approval. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Consent to the Act Per- 
tains Only to the Higher Part of the Soul? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that consent to the act does not al- 
ways pertain to the higher reason. 

Objection 1. For delight follows action, and 
perfects it, just as beauty perfects youth.’ But 
consent to delight pertains to the lower reason, 
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wa Angustian says (Da Trin, sik; x2) Therefare 


conseot:to the'act toes not: pertain only, to the 
her-reagoms, re Leen eles 3 

0bj. 2. Further, an act to ‘which we consent-is 
said to be: voluntary, But it pertdins to many. 
powers ‘to Breduce voluntary acts. Therefore 
the higher reason is not alone in consenting. to 
the act. 

Obj. 3. Further, the higher reason. is that 
which is intent on “the contemplation and con- 
sultation of things eternal,” as Augustine shys | 
(De Trin. xii. 7).4 But man often consents to an 
act not for eternal, but for temporal reasons, 
or even on account of some passion of the soul. 
Therefore consent to an act does not pertain to 
the higher reason alone. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
xii, 12):4 It is impossible for man to make up 
his mind to commit a sin, unless that mental 
faculty which has the sovereign power of urging 
his members to act, or restraining them from 
act, yield to the evil deed and become its slave.” 

I answer that, The final decision belongs to 
him who holds the highest place, and to whom it 
pertains to judge of the others. For ‘as long as 
judgment about some matter remains to: be 
pronounced, the final decision has not been 
given. Now it is evident that it pertains to the 
higher reason to judge of all, since it is by the 
reason that we judge of sensible things; and of 
things pertaining to human principles we judge 
according to Divine principles, which is the 
function of the higher reason. Therefore as long 
as a man is uncertain whether he should resist 
or not, according to Divine. principles, no judg- 
ment of the reason can be considered in the 
light of a final decision. Now the final decision 
of what is to be done is consent to the. act. 
Therefore consent to the act pertains to the 
higher reason, but in that sense in which the 
reason includes the will, as stated above (a t. 
Reply 1). 

Reply 067. 1. Consent to delight in the work 
done belongs to the higher reason, as also does 
consent to the work, but consent to delight in 
thought belongs to the lower reason, just as to 
the lower reason it belongs to think. Neverthe- 
less the higher reason exercises judgment on 
the fact of thinking or not thinking, considered 
as an action, and in like’ manner on the delight 
that results. But j in so far as the act of thinking 
is considered as ordered to a further act, it pér- 
tains to the lower reason. For that which is or- 
dered to something else; pertains to.a lower art 

PL 42, 1008. * PL 42, 1005. oo 
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or power than does the end to which it is: or- 
dered. Hence the art which is concerned with 
the end is called the master (archetectonic) or 
principal art. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since actions aré called volun- 
tary from the fact that we consent to them, it 
does not follow that consent is an act of each 
power, but of the will which is in the reason, as 
stated above (A. 1. Reply 1), and from which 
the voluntary act is named. 

Reply Obj. 3. The higher reason is said to 
consent not only because it always moves to act 
according to the eternal ideas, but also because 
it does not dissent according to those same 
ideas. 


QUESTION XVI 
OF USE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE 
WILL IN RELATION TO THE MEANS 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider use, concerning which 
there are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
use is an act of the will? (2) Whether it is to be 
found in irrational animals? (3) Whether it is 
of the means only, or the end also? (4) Of the 
relation of use to choice. 


Articte 1. Whether Use Is an Act of the Will? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that use is not an act of the will. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says! that “to use 
is to refer that which is the object of use to the 
obtaining of something else.” But to refer 
something to another is an act of the reason 
to which it pertains to compare and to order. 
Therefore use is an act of the reason and not 
of the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii)? that “man goes forward to the 
operation, and this is called impulse; then he 
makes use (of the powers) and this is called 
use.” But operation belongs to the executive 
power, and the act of the will does not follow 
the act of the executive power. On the contrary 
execution comes last. Therefore use is not an 
act of the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says,? “All things 
that were made were made for man’s use, be- 
cause reason with which man is endowed uses 
all things by its judgment of them.” But judg- 
ment of things created by God pertains to the 
speculative reason, which seems to be altogether 


1 Christian Doctrine, 1, 4 (PL 34, 20). 
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distinct from the will, which is the principle of 
human acts. Therefore use is not an act of the 
will. cs | 
On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
x):4“To use is to apply something in the power 
of the will.” . 

I answer that, The use of a thing implies the 
application of that thing to an operation. Hence 
the operation to which we apply a thing is called 
its use; thus the use of a horse is to ride, and 
the use of a stick is to strike. Now we apply to 
an operation not only the interior principles of 
action, namely, the powers of the soul or the 
members of the body, as the intellect to under- 
stand and the eye to see, but also external 
things, as a stick to strike. But it is evident that 
we do not apply external things to an operation 
save through the interior principles, which are 
either the powers of the soul, or the habits of 
those powers, or the organs which are parts of 
the body. Now it has been shown above (a. Ix, 
A. 1) that it is the will which moves the soul’s 
powers to their acts, and this is to apply them 
to operation. Hence it is evident that first and 
principally use belongs to the will as first mover, 
to the reason, as directing, and to the other 
powers as executing the operation, which pow- 
ers are compared to the will which applies them 
to act, as the instruments are compared to the 
principal agent. Now action is properly ascribed 
not to the instrument, but to the principal 
agent, as building is ascribed to the builder but 
not to his tools. Hence it is evident that use is, 
properly speaking, an act of the will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Reason does indeed refer one 
thing to another, but the will tends to that 
which is referred by the reason to something 
else. And in this sense to use is to refer one 
thing to another. 

Reply Obj. 2. Damascene is speaking of use 
in so far as it belongs to the executive powers. 

Reply Obj. 3. Even tie speculative reason is 
applied by the will to the act of understanding 
or judging. Consequently the speculative reason 
is said to use, in so far as it is moved by the will, 
in the same way as the other executive powers. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Use Is to Be Found 
in Irrational Animals? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that use is to be found in irrational 
animals. 

Objection 1. For it is better to enjoy than to 
use, because, as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
to) :5 “We use things by referring them tosome- 
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thing else which we are to enjoy.” But enjay- 
ment is to be found in irrational animals, as 
stated above (q. x1, A. 2). Much more, there- 
fore, is it possible for them to use. 

Obj. 2..Further, to apply the members to ac- 
tion is to use them. But irrational animals ap- 
ply their members to action; for instance, their 
feet, to walk, their horns, to strike. Therefore it 
is possible for irrational animals to use. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXxIn, 
gu. 30) :! “None but a rational animal can make 
use of a thing.” 

I answer that, as stated above (A. 1), to use is 
to apply an active principle to action. Thus to 
consent is to apply the appetitive movement to 
the desire of something, as stated above (a. xv, 
AA, 1, 2, 3). Now he alone who has the disposal 
of a thing, can apply it to something else, and 
this pertains to him alone who knows how to re- 
fer it to something else, which is an act of the 
reason. And therefore none but a rational] ani- 
mal consents and uses. 

Reply Obj. 1. To enjoy implies the absolute 
movement of the appetite to the appetible, but 
to use implies a movement of the appetite to 
something as ordered to something else. If 
therefore we compare use and enjoyment in re- 
spect of their objects, enjoyment is better than 
use, because that which is desirable absolutely 
is better than that which is desirable only as 
ordered to something else. But 1f we compare 
them in respect of the apprehensive power that 
precedes them, greater excellence is required on 
the part of use, because to direct one thing to 
another is an act of reason, but to apprehend 
something absolutely is within the capacity even 
of sense. 

Reply Obj. 2. Animals by means of their 
members do something from natural instinct, 
not through knowing the relation of their mem- 
bers to these operations. Therefore, properly 
speaking, they do not apply their members to 
action, nor do they use them. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Use Can Be Also of the 
Last End? 

We proceed thus to the Thitd Article: It 
seems that use can be also of the last end. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De Trin. 
x) :? “Whoever enjoys, uses.” But man enjoys 
the last end. Therefore he uses the last end. 

Obj. 2. Further, “to use is to apply something 
in the power of the will” (zbzd.). But the last 
end, more than anything else, is the object of 
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the will’s application. Therefore it can be the 
object of use. 

Obj. 3. Further, Hilary says (De Trin. ii)? 
that “Eternity is in the Father, Likeness in the 
Image,” that is, in the Son, “Use in the Gift,” 
that is, in the Holy Ghost. But the Holy Ghost, 
since He is God, is the last end. Therefore the 
last end can be the object of use. 

On the contrary, Augustine says, “No one 
rightly uses God, but he enjoys Him.” But God 
alone is the last end. Therefore we cannot use 
the last end. 

I answer that, Use, as stated above (A. 1), im- 
plies the application of one thing to another. 
Now that which is applied to another is regard- 
ed in the light of means to an end; and conse- 
quently use always is of the means, For this rea- 
son things are adapted to a certain end are said 
to be useful; in fact their very usefulness is 
sometimes called use. 

It must, however, be observed that the last 

end may be taken in two ways: first, absolutely ; 
secondly, in respect of an individual. For since 
the end, as stated above (q. 1, A. 8; Q. II, A. 7), 
signifies sometimes the thing itself, and some- 
times the attainment or possession of that 
thing (thus the miser’s end is either money or 
the possession of it), it is evident that, absolute- 
ly speaking, the last end is the thing itself; for 
the possession of money is good only in so far as 
there is some good in money. But in regard to 
the individual, the obtaining of money is the 
last end, for the miser would not seek for mon- 
ey, save that he might have it. Therefore, abso- 
lutely and properly speaking, a rman enjoys 
money, because he places his last end in it; but 
in so far as he seeks to possess it, he is said to 
use it. - 
Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of use in 
general, in so far as it implies the relation of an 
end to the enjoyment which a man seeks in that 
end, 

Reply Obj. 2. The end is applied to the pur- 
pose of the will, that the will may rest in it. 
Consequently this rest in the end, which Is the 
enjoyment of the end, is in this sense called use 
of the end. But the means are applied to the 
will’s purpose not only in being used as means, 
but as ordered to something else in which the 
will finds. rest. 

Reply Obj. 3. The words of Hilary refer to 
use as applicable to rest in the last end; just as, 
speaking in a general sense, one may be said to 
use the end for the purpose of attaining it, as 
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stated above! Hence Augustine says (De ‘Trin. 
vi, 10)’ that “this love, pelgtt felicity, or hap- 
piness, is called’ ‘use by 


ARTICLE 4. ‘Whether Use endl: Choice? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
‘would seem that use precedes choice. 

Objection 1. For nothing follows after choice, 
except execution. But use, since it pertains to 
the will, precedes execution. Therefore it pre- 
cedes choice also. 

Obj. 2. Further, the absolute precedes the rel- 
ative. Therefore the less relative precedes the 
more relative. But choice implies two relations: 
one, of the thing chosen, in relation to the end: 
the other, of the thing chosen, in respect of that 
to which it is preferred. But use implies relation 
to the end only. Therefore use precedes choice. 

Obj. 3. Further, the will uses the other powers 
in so far as it moves them. But the will moves 
itself too, as stated above (q. Ix, A. 3), There- 
fore it uses itself, by applying itself to act. But 
it does this when it consents. Therefore there is 
use in consent. But consent precedes choice, as 
stated above (Q. xv, A. 3. Reply 3). Therefore 
use does also. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii)? that “the will after choosing has an 
impulse to the operation, and afterwards it uses 
(the powers).” Therefore use follows choice. 

‘I answer that, The will has a twofold relation 
to the thing willed. One, according as the thing 
willed is, in a way, in the willing subject, by a 
kind of proportion or order to the thing willed. 
And so those things that are naturally propor- 
tioned to a certain end are said to desire that 
end naturally. Yet to have an end thus is to have 
it imperfectly. Now every imperfect thing tends 
to perfection. And therefore both the natural 
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and the Voluntary appetite tend te Have the dvd 

in reality, and this is to have it perfectly. Thia 

is the second relation of the will to: ‘the thing 
willed. 

Now the thing willed is not only tke eid: but 
also the means. And the last act that pertains to 
the first relation of the will to the means, is 
choice, for there the will becomes fully propor- 
tioned, by willing the means fully. Use, on the 
other hand, pertains to the second relation of the 
will, in respect of which it tends'to the realiza- 
tion of the thing willed. Therefore it is evident 
that use follows choice, provided that by use we 
mean the will’s use of the executive power in 
moving it. But since the will, in a way, moves 
the reason also, and uses it, we may take the use 
of the means as consisting in the consideration 
of the reason, according as it refers the means to 
the end. In this sense use precedes choice. 

Reply Obj. 1, The motion of the will to the ex- 
ecution of the work precedes execution but fol- 
lows choice. And so, since use belongs to that 
very motion of the will, it stands between choice 
and execution. 

Reply Obj. 2. What is essentially relative is 
after the absolute, but the thing to which rela- 
tion is referred need not come after. Indeed, the 
more a cause precedes, the more numerous the 
effects to which it has relation. 

Reply Obj. 3. Choice precedes use, if they are 
referred to the same object. But nothing hin- 
ders the use of one thing preceding the choice of 
another. And since the acts of the will react on 
one another, in each act of the will we can find 
both consent and choice and use, so that we may 
say that the will consents to choose, and con- 


- sents to consent, and uses itself in consenting 


and choosing. And such acts as are ordered to 
that which precedes, precede also. 


(c) The Nature of Commanded Voluntary Acts 


QUESTION XVII 
OF THE ACTS COMMANDED BY THE 
WILL 
(In Nine Articles) 


We must now consider the acts commanded by 
the will, under which head there are nine points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether command is an act of 
the will or of the reason? (2) Whether com- 
mand pertains to irrational animals? (3) Of the 
order between command and use. (4) Whether 
command and the commanded act are one act or 
1 PL 42, 932. * Chap. 22 (PG 94, 945). 


distinct? (5) Whether the act of the will is com- 
manded? (6) Whether the act of the reason is 
commanded? (7) Whether the act of the sensi- 
tive appetité is commanded? (8) Whether the 
act of the vegetal soul is commanded? (9) 
Whether the acts of the external members are 
commanded? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Command Is an Act 

of the Reason or of the Will? . 
We; proceed thus to the First Article: It 

seems that command is not an act of the reason 

but of the will. 


PART I OF SECOND PART-Q, 17. ART. 2 


‘ Objection 1.'For command is a‘kind of mo- 
tion; becausé Avicenna says! -that there is a 
fourfold way of moving, by perfecting, by 
disposing, by commanding, and by counsel- 
ling. But it pertains to the will to move all 
the other powers of the soul, as stated above 
(Q. 1X, A. 1). Therefore command is an act of 
the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as to be commanded per- 
tains to that which is subject, so to command 
seems to pertain to that which is most free. But 
the root of liberty is especially in the will. 
Therefore to command pertains to the will. 

0d), 3. Further, command is followed at once 
by act. But the act of the reason is not followed 
at once by act, for he who judges that a thing 
should be done, does not do it at once. There- 
fore command is not an act of the reason, but 
of the will. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa? and the 
Philosopher’ say that “the appetite obeys rea- 
son.” Therefore command is an act of the rea- 
son. 

I answer that, Command is an act of the rea- 
son, presupposing, however, an act of the will. 
In proof of this, we must take note that since 
the acts of the reason and of the will can be 
brought to bear on one another, in so far as the 
reason reasons about willing. and the will wills 
to reason, the result is that the act of the reason 
precedes the act of the will, and conversely. And 
since the power of the preceding act continues 
in the act that follows, it happens sometimes 
that there is an act of the will in so far as it re- 
tains in itself something of an act of the reason, 
as we have stated in reference to use (Q. XVI, 
A. 1) and choice (Q xml, A. 1); and conversely, 
that there is an act of the reason in so far as it 
retains in itself something of an act of the will. 

Now, command is essentially indeed an act of 
the reason, for the commander orders the one 
commanded to do something, by way of intima- 
tion or declaration, and to order thus by intimat- 
ing or declaring is an act of the reason. Now 
the reason can intimate or declare something in 
two ways. First, absolutely. And this intimation 
is expressed by a verb in the indicative mood, 
as when one person says to another: “This is 
what you should do.’’ Sometimes, however, the 
reason intimates something to a man by moving 
him to it; and this intimation is expressed by a 
verb in the imperative mood, as when it is said 
to someone: “Do this.” Now the first mover 

1 Suffic., I, 10 (tora). 
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among the powers of the soul to the doing of-an 
act is the will, as stated above (9. rx, a. 1)4 
Since, therefore, the second mover does not 
move save in‘ virtue of the first mover, it fol- 
lows that the very fact that the reason moves by 
commanding is due to the power of the will. 
Consequently it follows that command is an act 
of the reason, presupposing an act of the will, in 
virtue of which the reason, by its command, 
moves to the execution of the act. 

Reply Obj. 1. To command is to move, not 
anyhow, but by intimating and declaring to an- 
other; and this is an act of the reason. 

Reply Obj. 2. The root of liberty is the will 
as its subject, but it is the reason as its cause. 
For the will can tend freely towards various ob- 
jects, owing to the fact that the reason can have 
various conceptions of good. Hence philoso- 
phers define free choice as being “a free judg- 
ment arising from reason,’® implying that rea- 
son is the cause of liberty. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument proves that 
command is an act of reason not absolutely, but 
with a kind of motion, as stated above. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Command Pertains 
to Irrational Animals? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that command pertains to irrational ani- 
mals. 

Objection 1. Because, according to Avicenna,® 
“the power that commands movement is the ap- 
petite, and the power that executes movement 
is in the muscles and nerves.” But both powers 
are in irrational animals. Therefor: command 
is to be found in irrational animals, 

Obj. 2. Further, the condition of a slave is 
that of one who receives commands. But the 
body is compared to the soul as a slave to his 
master, as the Philosopher says.’ Therefore the 
body is commanded by the soul, even in irra- 
tional animals, since they are composed of soul 
and body. 

Obj. 3. Further, by commanding, man has an 
impulse towards an action. But “impulse to ac- 
tion is to be found in irrational animals,” as 
Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii)® There- 
fore command is to be found in irrational ani- 
mals. 

On the contrary, Command is an act of rea- 
son, as stated above (A. 1). But in irrational 
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animals there is no reason. Neither, therefore, 
is there command. ; 

ZI answer that, To command is nothing other 
than to direct someone to do something, by a 
certain motion of intimation. Now to direct 
(ordinare) is the proper act of the reason. 
Therefore it is impossible that irrational ani- 
mals should command in any way, since they 
are devoid of reason. 

Reply Obj. 1. The appetitive power is said to 
command movement in so far as it moves the 
commanding reason. But this is only in man. 
In irrational animals the appetitive power is not, 
properly speaking, a commanding faculty, un- 
less command be taken in a wide sense for mo- 
tion. 

Reply Obj. 2. The body of the irrational ani- 
mal is able to obey, but its soul is not able to 
command, because it is not able to direct. Con- 
sequently there is no aspect there of command- 
er and commanded, but only of mover and 
moved. 

Reply Obj]. 3. Impulse to action is in irration- 
al animals otherwise than in man. For the im- 
pulse of man to action arises from the directing 
reason, and so his impulse has the character of 
command. On the other hand, the impulse of the 
irrational animals arises from natural instinct, 
because as soon as they apprehend the fitting or 
the unfitting, their appetite is moved naturally 
to pursue or to avoid. Therefore they are di- 
rected by another to act, and they themselves 
do not direct themselves to act. Consequently 
there is impulse in them but not command. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Use Precedes Command? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that use precedes command. 

Objection 1. For command is an act of the 
reason presupposing an act of the will, as stated 
above (A. 1). But, as we have already shown 
(Q. XVI, A. I), use is an act of the will. There- 
fore use precedes command. 

Obj. 2. Further, command is one of those 
things that are ordered to the end. But use 1s of 
those things that are ordered to the end. There- 
fore it seems that use precedes command. ; 

Obj. 3. Further, every act of a power moved 
by the will is called use, because the will uses 
the other powers, as stated above (Q. xvi, A. 1). 
But command is an act of the reason as moved 
by the will, as stated above (A. 1). Therefore 
command is a kind of use. Now the common 
precedes the proper. Therefore use precedes 
command. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
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Orthod. ji)' that impulse to action precedes use. 
But impulse to operation is given by command. 
Therefore command precedes use. 

I answer that, Use of that which is directed to 
the end, in so far as it is in the reason referring 
this to the end, precedes choice, as stated above 
(g. xvi, A. 4). Therefore much more does it 
precede command. On the other hand, use of 
that which is directed to the end, in so far as it 
is subject to the executive power, follows com- 
mand, because use in the user is united to the 
act of the thing used; for one does not use a 
stick before doing something with the stick. But 
command is not simultaneous with the act of 
the thing to which the command is given, for it 
naturally precedes its fulfilment, sometimes, in- 
deed, by priority of time. Consequently it is 
evident that command precedes use. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every act of the will pre- 
cedes this act of the reason which is command, 
but an act of the will precedes, namely, choice, 
and an act of the will follows, namely, use. Be- 
cause after counsel’s decision, which is reason’s 
judgment, the will chooses; and after choice, 
the reason commands that power which has to 
do what was chosen; and then, last of all, some- 
one’s will begins to use, by executing the com- 
mand of reason. Sometimes it is another’s will, 
when one commands another; sometimes the 
will of the one that commands, when he com- 
mands himself to do something. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as act ranks before power, 
so does the object rank before the act. Now the 
object of use is that which is directed to the 
end. Consequently, from the fact that command 
is directed to the end, one should conclude that 
command precedes, rather than that it follows 
use. 

Reply Obj. 3. Just as the act of the will in 
using the reason for the purpose of command 
precedes the command, so also we may say that 
this act whereby the will uses the reason is pre- 
ceded by a command of reason, because the acts 
of these powers react on one another. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Command and the Com- 
manded Act Are One Act, or Distinct? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the commanded act is not one 
with the command itself. 

Objection 1. For the acts of different powers 
are themselves distinct. But the commanded act 
belongs to one power, and the command to an- 
other, since one is the power that commands, 
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and the other is the power that receives: the 
command. Therefore the commanded act is not 
one with the command. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever things can be sepa- 
rated from one another, are distinct, for noth- 
ing is separated from itself. But sometimes the 
commanded act is separated from the command, 
for sometimes the command is given, and the 
commanded act does not follow. Therefore 
command is a distinct act from the act com- 
manded. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever things are related 
to one another as before and after, are distinct. 
But command naturally precedes the command- 
ed act. Therefore they are distinct. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says! that 
“where one thing is by reason of another, there 
is but one.” But there is no commanded act un- 
less by reason of the command. Therefore they 
are one. 

I answer that, Nothing prevents certain things 
being distinct in one respect, and one in another 
respect. Indeed, every multitude is one in some 
respect, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. xiii).” 
But a difference is to be observed in this, that 
some are many absolutely, and one in a particu- 
lar respect, while with others it is the reverse. 
Now one is predicated in the same way as being. 
And substance is being absolutely, while acci- 
dent or being of reason is a being only in a cer- 
tain respect. And so those things that are one in 
substance are one absolutely, though many in 
a certain respect. Thus, in the genus substance, 
the whole composed of its integral or essential 
parts, is one absolutely, because the whole is be- 
ing and substance absolutely, and the parts are 
beings and substances in the whole. But those 
things which are distinct in substance, and one 
according to an accident, are distinct absolutely, 
and one in a certain respect. Thus many men 
are one people, and many stones are one heap, 
which is unity of composition or order. In like 
manner also many individuals that are one in 
genus or species are many absolutely, and one 
in a certain respect, since to be one in genus or 
species is to be one according to the considera- 
tion of the reason. 

Now just as in the genus of natural things, a 
whole is composed of matter and form (for ex- 
ample, man, who is one natural being, though 
he has many parts, is composed of soul and 
body), so in human acts, the act of a lower 
power is in the position of matter in regard to 
the act of a higher power, in so far as the lower 
power acts in virtue of the higher power mov- 

1 Topics, ui, 2 (1117°18). 2 Sect. 2 (PG 3, 977). 
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ing it; for thus also the act of the first mover is 
as the form in regard to the act of its instru- 
ment. Hence it is evident that command and 
the commanded act are one human act, just as 
a whole is one, yet, in its parts, many. 

Reply Obj. 1. If the distinct powers are not 
ordered to one another, their acts are different 
absolutely. But when one power is the mover of 
the other, then their acts are, in a way, one, 
since “the act of the mover and the act of the 
thing moved are one act.’ 

Reply Obj. 2. The fact that command and the 
commanded act can be separated from one an- 
other shows that they are many in parts. Be- 
cause the parts of a man can be separated from 
one another, and yet they form one whole. 

Reply Obj. 3. In those things that are many 
in parts, but one as a whole, nothing hinders 
one part from preceding another. Thus the soul, 
in a way, precedes the body, and the heart, the 
other members. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Act of the Will 
Is Commanded? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the act of the will is not com- 
manded. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says, “The mind 
commands the mind to will, and yet it does 
not.” But to will is the act of the will. Therefore 
the act of the will is not commanded. 

Obj. 2. Further, to receive a command be- 
longs to one who can understand the command. 
But the will cannot understand the command, 
for the will differs from the intellect, to which 
it pertains to understand. Therefore the act of 
the will is not commanded. 

Ob;. 3. Further, if one act of the will is com- 
manded, for the same reason all are commanded. 
But if all the acts of the will are commanded, 
we must proceed to infinity, because the act of 
the will precedes the act of reason commanding, 
as stated above (A. 1). For if that act of the 
will be also commanded, this command will be 
preceded by another act of the reason, and so on 
to infinity. But to proceed to infinity is not 
possible. Therefore the act of the will is not 
commanded. 

On the contrary, Whatever is in our power is 
subject to our command. But the acts of the 
will, most of all, are in our power, since all our 
acts are said to be in our power in so far as they 
are voluntary. Therefore the acts of the will are 
commanded by us. 

3 Aristotle, Physics, 111, 3 (202°18; »20), 
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I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), com- 
mand is nothing other than the act of the reason 
directing, with a certain motion, something to 
act. Now it is evident that the reason can direct 
the act of the will, for just as it can judge it to 
be good to will something so it can direct by 
commanding man to will. From this it is evident 
that an act of the will can be commanded. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says,’ when the 
mind commands itself perfectly to will, then 
already it wills. But that sometimes it com- 
mands and wills not, is due to the fact that it 
commands imperfectly. Now imperfect com- 
mand arises from the fact that the reason is 
moved by opposite motives to command or not 
to command; and so it fluctuates between the 
two, and fails to command perfectly. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as each of the members of 
the body works not for itself alone but for the 
whole body, as, for example the eye sees for the 
whole body, so is it with the powers of the soul. 
For the intellect understands not for itself alone, 
but for all the powers, and the will wills not only 
for itself, but for all the powers too, Therefore 
man, in so far as he is endowed with intellect and 
will, commands the act of the will for himself. 

Reply 0bj. 3. Since command is an act of the 
reason, that act is commanded which is subject 
to reason. Now the first act of the will is not 
due to the direction of the reason but to the 
instigation of nature, or of a higher cause, as 
stated above (qQ. Ix, a. 4). Therefore there is 
no need to proceed to infinity. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Act of the Reason Is 
Commanded? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that the act of the reason cannot be com- 
manded. 

Objection 1. For it seems impossible for a 
thing to command itself. But it is the reason 
that commands, as stated above (A. 1). There- 
fore the act of the reason is not commanded. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is through its es- 
sence is different from that which is by partici- 
pation. But the power whose act is commanded 
by reason is rational by participation, as stated, 
in the Ethics.2 Therefore the act of that power ° 
which is essentially rational is not commanded. 

Obj. 3. Further, that act is commanded which 
is in our power. But to know and judge the 
truth, which is the act of reason, is not always 
in our power. Therefore the act of the reason 
cannot be commanded. 

1 Confessions, vit, 21 (PL 32, 758). 
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‘Om the contrary; That which we-do.of our 
free. choice, can be done’ by our command. But 
the acts of the reason are accomplished through 
free choice, for Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 22)? that “by his free choice man in+ 
quires, considers, judges, disposes.” Therefore 
the acts of the reason can be commanded. 

1 answer that, Since the reason turns back on 
itself, just as it directs the acts of other powers, 
so it can direct its own act. Consequently its 
act can be commanded. But we must take note 
that the act of the reason may be considered in 
two ways. First, as to the exercise of the act. 
And considered thus, the act of the reason can 
always be commanded, as when one is told to be 
attentive, and to use one’s reason. Secondly, as 
to the object, in respect of which two acts of 
the reason have to be noticed, One is the act by 
which it apprehends the truth about something. 
This act is not in our power, because it happens 
in virtue of a natural or supernatural light. 
Consequently in this respect, the act of the réa- 
son is not in our power and cannot be com- 
manded. The other act of the reason is that by 
which it assents to what it apprehends. If, there- 
fore, that which the reason apprehends is such 
that it naturally assents to it, for example, the 
first principles, it is not in our power to assent 
or dissent; for with such things assent follows 
naturally, and consequently, properly speaking, 
is not subject to our command. But some things 
which are apprehended do not convince the in- 
tellect to such an extent as not to Jeave it free 
to assent or dissent, or at least suspend its as- 
sent or dissent, on account of some cause or 
other. And in such things assent or dissent is in 
our power, and is subject to our command. 

Reply Obj. 1. Reason commands itself, just 
as the will moves itself, as stated above (Q. 1x, 
A. 3), that is to say, in so far as each power 
turns back upon its own act, and from one thing 
tends to another. 

Reply Obj. 2. On account of the difference of 
objects subject to the act of the reason, nothing 
prevents the reason from participating in itself, 
just as the knowledge of principles is partici- 
pated in the knowledge of the conclusions. 

The reply to the third objection is evident 
from what has been said. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Act of the Sensitive 
Appetite Is Commanded? 

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the act of the sensitive appetite i 
not commanded. 3 

7 PG 94, 945. 
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Objection 1,..For the Apostle says (Rom. 7. 
1§): For Ido not. that good which I will, and a 
gloss explains this by saying’ that man lusts. al- 
though he wills not to lust. But to lust is an act 
of the sensitive appetite. Therefore the act of 
the sensitive appetite is not subject to our com- 
mand, 

Obj. 2. Further, corporeal matter obeys God 
alone as to change of form, as was shown in the 
First Part (Q. LXv, A. 43 Q. XCI, A. 23 Q. CX, A. 
2). But the act of the sensitive appetite is ac- 
companied by a formal change of the body, con- 
sisting in heat or cold. Therefore the act of the 
sensitive appetite is not subject to man’s com- 
mand. » 

Obj. 3. Further, the proper moving principle 
of the sensitive appetite is something appre- 
hended by sense or imagination. But it is not 
always in our power to apprehend something by 
sense or imagination. Therefore the act of the 
sensitive appetite is not subject to our com- 
mand. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa (Neme- 
sius—De Nat. Hom, xvi)* says: “That which 
obeys reason is twofold, the concupiscible and 
the irascible,” which belong to the sensitive ap- 
petite. Therefore the act of the sensitive appe- 
lite is subject to the command of reason. 

I answer that, An act is subject to our com- 
mand in so far as it is in our power. as stated 
above (A. 5). Consequently in order to under- 
stand in what manner the act of the sensitive 
appetite is subject to the command of reason, 
we must consider in what manner it is in our 
power. Now it must be observed that the sensi- 
tive appetite differs from the intellectual appe- 
tite, which is called the will, in the fact that the 
sensitive appetite is the power of a corporeal 
organ, while the will is not. Again, every act of 
a power that uses a corporeal organ depends not 
only on a power of the soul, but also on the dis- 
position of that corporeal organ: thus the act of 
vision depends on the power of sight, and on 
the condition of the eye, which is a help or a 
hindrance to that act. Consequently the act of 
the sensitive appetite depends not only on the 
appetitive power, but also on the disposition of 
the body. 

But the activity of any power of the soul fol- 
lows apprehension. And the apprehension of the 
imagination, since it is a particular apprehen- 
sion, is regulated by the apprehension of rea- 
son, which is universal; just as a particular ac- 

1 Glossa ordin., Rom. 7.15 (v1, 17B). Augustine, Conira 
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tive power is regulated by a universal active 
power. Consequently in this respect the act of 
the sensitive appetite is subject to the com- 
mand of reason. On the other hand, condition 
(qualitas) and disposition of the body is not 
subject to the command of reason. And conse- 
quently in this respect, the movement of the 
sensitive appetite is hindered from being wholly 
subject to the command of reason. 

Moreover it happens sometimes that the 
movement of the sensitive appetite is aroused 
suddenly in consequence of an apprehension of 
the imagination or sense. And then such move- 
ment occurs without the command of reasan, 
although reason could have prevented it, had it 
foreseen Hence the Philosopher says® that “the 
reason governs the irascible and concupiscible 
not by a despotic supremacy,” which is that of 
a master over his slave, “but by a politic or 
royal supremacy,” which is the way the free are 
governed, who are not wholly subject to com- 
mand, 

Reply Obj. 1. That man lusts, although he 
wills not to lust, is due to a disposition of the 
body by which the sensitive appetite is hindered 
from perfect compliance with the command of 
reason. Hence the Apostle adds (ibid.): J see 
another law in my members, fighting against 
the law of my mind. This may also happen 
through a sudden movement of concupiscence, 
as stated above. 

Reply Obj, 2. The condition (qualitas) of the 
body stands in a twofold relation to the act of 
the sensitive appetite. First, as preceding it; 
thus a man may be disposed in one way or an- 
other, in respect of his body, to this or that pas- 
sion. Secondly, as consequent to it; thus a man 
becomes heated through anger. Now the condi- 
tion that precedes, is not subject to the com- 
mand of reason, since it is due either to nature, 
or to some previous movement, which cannot 
quiet down at once. But the condition that is 
consequent, follows the command of reason, 
since it results from the local movement of the 
heart, which has various movements according 
to the various acts of the sensitive appetite. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since the external sensible is 
necessary for the apprehension of the senses, it 
is not in our power to apprehend anything by 
the senses. unless the sensible be present; and 
this presence of the sensible is not always in 
our power. For it is then that man can use his 
senses if he will to do so, unless there be some 
obstacle on the part of the organ. On the other 
hand. the apprehension of the imagination is 

® Politics, 1, § (12545). 
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subject to the ordering of reason, in proportion 
to the strength or weakness of the imaginative 
power. For that man is unable to imagine the 
things that reason considers, is either because 
they cannot be imagined, such as incorporeal 
things, or because of the weakness of the imag- 
inative power, due to some organic indisposi- 
tion. 


ArTIcLe 8. Whether the Act of the Vegetal 
Soul Is Commanded? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that the acts of the vegetal soul are sub- 
ject to the command of reason. 

Objection 1. For the sensitive powers are of 
higher rank than the vegetal powers. But the 
powers of the sensitive soul are subject to the 
command of reason. Much more, therefore, are 
the powers of the vegetal soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, “man is calleda little world,””! 
because “the soul is in the body. just as God is 
in the world.’ But God is in the world in sucha 
way that everything in the world obeys His 
command. Therefore all that is in man, even the 
powers of the vegetal soul, obey the command 
of reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, praise and blame are awarded 
only to such acts as are subject to the command 
of reason. But in the acts of the nutritive and 
generative power, there is room for praise and 
blame, virtue and vice, as in the case of gluttony 
and lust, and their opposite virtues. Therefore 
the acts of these powers are subject to the com- 
mand of reason. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa says® that 
“the nutritive and generative power is one over 
which the reason has no control.” 

I answer that, Some acts proceed from the 
natural appetite, others from the animal, or 
from the intellectual appetite, for every agent 
desires an end in some way. Now the natural 
appetite does not follow from some apprehen- 
sion, as do the animal and the intellectual appe- 
tite. But the reason commands by way of an 
apprehensive power. And so those acts that pro- 
ceed from the intellective or the animal appe- 
tite can be commanded by the reason, but not 
those acts that proceed from the natural appe- 
tite. And such are the acts of the vegetal soul; 
hence Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius,—loc. cit.) 

1 Aristotle, Physics, vit, 2 (252526). 
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says that “generation and nutrition belong to 
what are called natural powers.” Consequently 
the acts of the vegetal soul are not subject to 
the command of reason. 

Reply Obj. 1. The more immaterial an act is, 
the more noble it is, and the more is it subject 
to the command of reason. Hence the very fact 
that the acts of the vegetal soul do not obey rea- 
son shows that they rank lowest. 

Reply Obj. 2. The comparison holds in a cer- 
tain respect, because, namely, as God moves 
the world, so the soul moves the body. But it 
does not hold in every respect, for the soul did 
not create the body out of nothing, as God cre- 
ated the world, for which reason the world is 
wholly subject to His command. 

Reply Obj. 3. Virtue and vice, praise and 
blame are not due to the acts themselves of the 
nutritive and generative power, that is, diges- 
tion, and formation of the human body, but 
rather to the acts of the sensitive part that are 
ordered to the acts of generation and nutrition; 
for example the desire for pleasure in the act of 
taking food or in the act of generation, and 
their right or wrong use. 


ARTICLE 9. Whether the Acts of the External 
Members Are Commanded? 


We procecd thus to the Ninth Article: It 
seems that the members of the body do not 
obey reason as to their acts. 

Objection 1. For it is evident that the mem- 

bers of the body are more distant from the rea- 
son than the powers of the vegetal soul. But the 
powers of the vegetal soul do not obey reason, 
as stated above (A. 8). Therefore much less do 
the members of the body obey. 
- Obj. 2 Further, the heart is the principle of 
animal movement. But the movement of the 
heart is not subject to the command of reason, 
for Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius,—De Nat. 
Flom. xxii)’ says that ‘che pulse Is not con- 
trolled by reason.” Therefore the movement of 
the bodily members is not subject to the com- 
mand of reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says’ that the 
movement of the genital members “is some- 
times inopportune and not desired; sometimes 
when sought it fails, and whereas the heart is 
warm with desire, the body remains cold.” 
Therefore the movements of the members are 
not obedient to reason. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,® ““The mind 
commands a movement of the hand, and so 
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ready is the hand to obey, that scarcely can one 
discern obedience from command.” 

I answer that, The members of the body are 
organs of the soul’s powers. Consequently ac- 
cording as the powers of the soul stand in re- 
spect of obedience to reason, so do the mem- 
bers of the body stand in respect of obedience 
to reason. Since then the sensitive powers are 
subject to the command of reason, while the 
natural powers are not, therefore all movements 
of members that are moved by the sensitive 
powers are subject to the command of reason, 
but those movements of members that arise 
from the natural powers are not subject to the 
command of reason. 

Reply Obj. 1. The members do not move 
themselves but are moved through the powers 
of the soul; of these powers, some are closer 
to reason than are the powers of the vegetal 
soul. 

Reply 0b}. 2. In things pertaining to intellect 
and will that which is according to nature, from 
which all other things are derived, stands first. 
Thus from the knowledge of principles that are 
naturally known is derived knowledge of the 
conclusions, and from volition of the end natu- 
rally desired is derived the choice of the means. 
So also in bodily movements the principle is ac- 
cording to nature. Now the principle of bodily 
movements begins with the movement of the 
heart. Consequently the movement of the heart 
is according to nature, and not according to the 
will, for like a proper accident, it results from 
life, which follows from the union of soul and 
body. Thus the movement of heavy and light 
things results from their substantial form, for 
which reason they are said to be moved by their 
generator, as the Philosopher states.' And so 
this movement is called vital. For which reason 
Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius,—loc. cit.) says 
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that, just as the movement of generation and 
nutrition does not obey reason, so neither does 
the pulse which is a vital movement. By the 
pulse he means the movement of the heart 
which is indicated by the pulse veins. 

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says? it is in 
punishment of sin that the movement of these 
members does not obey reason, in this sense, 
that the soul is punished for its rebellion against 
God by the insubmission of that member by 
which original sin is transmitted to posterity. 

But because, as we shall state later on (Q. 
LXXXV, A. I. Reply 3), the effect of the sin of our 
first parent was that his nature was left to itself, 
through the withdrawal of the supernatural gift 
which God had bestowed on man. we must con- 
sider the natural cause of this particular mem- 
ber’s non-submission to reason. This is stated 
by Aristotle,’ who says that “the movements of 
the heart and of the organs of generation are 
involuntary,” and that the reason of this is as 
follows. These members are stirred at the occa- 
sion of some apprehension, in so far as the intel- 
lect and imagination represent such things as 
arouse the passions of the soul, of which pas- 
sions these movements are a consequence. But 
they are not moved at the command of the rea- 
son or intellect. because there is required for 
these movements a certain natural change of 
heat and cold, which change is not subject to 
the command of reason. This is the case with 
these two organs in particular, because each is 
as it were a separate animal being, in so far as it 
is a principle of life; and the principle is virtually 
the whole. For the heart is the principle of the 
senses, and from the organ of generation pro- 
ceeds the seminal principle, which is virtually 
the entire animal. Consequently they have their 
proper movements naturally, because principles 
must be natural, as stated above (Ans. 2). 


(d) The Division of Human Acts 


QUESTION XVIII 

OF THE GOOD AND EVIL OF HUMAN 
ACTS, IN GENERAL 
(In Eleven Articles) 


WE must now consider the good and evil of hu- 
man acts. First, how a human act is good or 
evil; secondly, what results from the good or 
evil of a human act, as merit or demerit, sin and 
guilt (Q. xxr). 
Under the first head there will be a threefold 
1 Physics, Vu, 4 (255°35). 


consideration. The first will be of the good and 
evil of human acts, in general; the second, of 
the good and evil of internal acts (Q. xIx); the 
third, of the good and evil of external acts (a. 
XX). 

Concerning the first there are eleven points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether every human action Is 
good, or are there evil actions? (2) Whether 
the good or evil of a human action is derived 
from its object? (3) Whether it is derived from 
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a circumstance? (4) Whether it is derived from 
the end? (5) Whether 4 human action is good 
or evil in its-species? (6) Whether an act has 
the species of good or evil from its end? (7) 
Whether the species derived from the end is 
contained under the species derived from the 
abject, as under its genus, or conversely? (8) 
Whether any act is indifferent in its species? 
(9) Whether an individual act can be indiffer- 
ent? (10) Whether a circumstance places a 
moral act in the species of good or evil? (11) 
Whether every circumstance that makes an act 
better or worse, places the moral action in the 
species of good or evil? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Every Human Action 
Is Good, or Are There Evil Actions? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that every human action is good, and that 
none is evil. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! that evil does not act, except through the 
power of the good. But no evil is done through 
the power of the good. Therefore no action is 
evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing acts except in so far 
as it is in act. Now a thing is evil not according 
as it isin act, but according as its potency is de- 
prived of act, while in so far as its potency is 
perfected by act, it is good, as stated in the Meta- 
physics? Therefore nothing acts in so far as it 
is evil, but only according as it is good. There- 
fore every action is good, and none Is evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, evil cannot be a cause, cx- 
cept accidentally, as Dionysius declares (Div. 
Nom. iv).? But every action has some effect 
which is proper to it. Therefore no action is 
evil, but every action is good. 

On the contrary, Our Lord said (John 3. 20): 
Every one that doth evil, hateth the light. 
Therefore some actions of man are evil. 

I answer that, We must say of good and evil 
in actions just what we say of good and evil in 
things, because such as everything is such is the 
act that it produces. Now in things, each one 
has as much of good as it has of being, since 
good and being are convertible, as was stated in 


the First Part (g. v, AA. I, 3). But God alone ‘ 


has the whole fulness of His Being in a unified 
and simple way, while every other thing has its 
proper fulness of being according to a certain 
multiplicity. And so it happens with some things 
that they have being in some respect and yet 
they are lacking in the fulness of being due to 
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them. Thus the fulness of human being requires 
a composite of soul. and body, having all the 
powers and instruments of knowledge and 
movement, Therefore if any man is lacking in 
any of these, he is lacking in something due to 
the fulness of his being. So that as much as he 
has of being, so much has he of goodness, while 
so far as he is lacking in the fulness of his being, 
so far is he lacking in goodness, and is said to 
be evil. Thus a blind man is possessed of good- 
ness from the fact that he lives, and yet it is an 
evil for him to be without sight. But if anything 
were without either being or goodness, it could 
not be said to be either evil or good. But since 
this same fulness of being is of the very nature 
of good, if a thing be lacking in its due fulness 
of being, it is not said to be good absolutely, but 
in a certain respect, in so far as it is a being, al- 
though it can be called a being absolutely, and 
a non-being in a certain respect, as was stated 
in the First Part (Q. v, A. 1. Reply 1). 

We must therefore say that every action has 
goodness in so far as it has being, but it is lack- 
ing in goodness in so far as it is lacking in some- 
thing of the fulness of being due to a human 
action, and thus it is said to be evil; for instance 
if it lacks the quantity determined by reason, 
or its due place, or something of the kind. 

Reply Obj. 1. Evil acts through the power of 
a deficient good. For if there were nothing of 
good there, there would be neither being nor 
possibility of action. On the other hand if good 
were not deficient, there would be no evil. Con- 
sequently the action done is a deficient good, 
which is good in a certain respect, but evil ab- 
solutely. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing hinders a thing from 
being in act in a certain respect, so that it can 
act, and in a certain respect deficient in act, so 
as to cause a deficient act. Thus a blind man 
has in act the power of walking by which, he is 
able to walk; but in so fr as he is deprived of 
sight he suffers a defect in walking by stumbling 
when he walks. 

Reply Obj. 3. An evil action can have a 
preper effect, according to the goodness and be- 
ing that it has. Thus adultery is the cause of 
human generation, in so far as it implies union 
of male and female, but not in so far as it lacks 
the order of reason. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Good or Evil of a 
Man’s Action Is Derived from Its Object? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the good or evil of an action is not 
derived from its object. 
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| Objection 1. For the object of an action is a 
thing. But evil is not in things, but in the sin- 
ner’s use of them, as Augustine says.! Therefore 
the good or evil of a human action is not derived 
from its object. 

Obj, 2. Further, the object is compared to the 
action as its matter. But the goodness of a 
thing is not from its matter, but rather from the 
form, which is an act. Therefore good and evil 
in actions is not derived from their object. 

Obj. 3. Further, the object of an active power 
is compared to the action as effect to cause. But 
the goodness of a cause does not depend on its 
effect, but rather the contrary. Therefore good 
or evil in actions is not derived from their ob- 
ject. 

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 9. 10): 
They became abominable as those things which 
they loved. Now man becomes abominable to 
God on account of the malice of his action. 
Therefore the malice of his action is according 
to the evil objects that man loves. And the same 
applies to the goodness of his action. 

I answer that, as stated above (A. 1) the good 
or evil of an action, as of other things, depends 
on its fulness of being or its lack of that fulness. 
Now the first thing that pertains to the fulness 
of being seems to be that which gives a thing its 
species. And just as a natural thing has its spe- 
cies from its form, so an action has its species 
from its object, as also movement from its 
term. And therefore just as the primary good- 
ness of a natural thing is derived from its form, 
which gives it its species, so the primary good- 
ness of a moral action is derived from its suit- 
able object. Hence some call such an action 
“good in its genus’ ;” for instance, to make use 
of what is one’s own. And just as, in natural 
things, the primary evil is when a generated 
thing does not realize its specific form (for in- 
stance, if instead of a man, something else be 
generated), so the primary evil in moral actions 
is that which is from the object, for instance, 
to take what belongs to another. And this action 
is said to be evil in its genus, genus here stand- 
ing for species, just as we apply the term man- 
kind to the whole human species. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although external things are 
good in themselves, nevertheless they have not 
always a due proportion to this or that action. 
And so, in so far as they are considered as ob- 
jects of such actions, they have not the nature 
of goodness. 

Reply Obj. 2. The object is not the matter 


1 Christian Doctrine, 1m, 12 (PL 34, 73). 
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out of which, but the matter about! which, and 
in a certain way has the character of form, in 
so far asit gives (the act) its species. 

Reply Obj. 3. The object of the human action 
is not always the object of an active power. For 
the appetitive power is, in a way, passive, in so 
far as it is moved by the appetible object; and 
yet it is a principle of human actions. Nor again 
have the objects of the active powers always 
the nature of an effect, but only when they are 
already transformed; thus food when trans- 
formed is the effect of the nutritive power, but 
food before being transformed stands in rela- 
tion to the nutritive power as the matter about 
which it exercises its operation. Now since the 
object is in some way the effect of the active 
power, it follows that it is the term of its ac- 
tion, and consequently that it gives it its form 
and species, since movement derives its species 
from its terms. Moreover, although the good- 
ness of an action is not caused by the goodness 
of its effect, yet an action is said to be good 
from the fact that it can produce a good effect. 
Consequently the very proportion of an action 
to its effect is the measure of its goodness. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Man’s Action Is Good or 
Evil from a Circumstance? 


We procced thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that an action is not good or evil from a 
circumstance. 

Objection 1. For circumstances stand around 
(circumstant) an act, as existing outside it, as 
stated above (q. vir, A. 1). But “good and evil 
are in things themselves,” as is stated in the 
Metaphysics.4 Therefore an action does not de- 
rive goodness or malice from a circumstance. 

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness or malice of an 
act is considered principally in the doctrine of 
morals. But since circumstances are accidents 
of acts, it seems that they are outside the scope 
of art, because “no art takes notice of what is 
accidental.’ Therefore the goodness or malice 
of an action is not taken from a circumstance. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which belongs to a thing 
in respect of its substance, is not attributed to 
it in respect of an accident. But good and evil 
belong to an action in respect of its substance, 
because an action can be good or evil in its 
genus as stated above (A. 2). Therefore an ac- 
tion is not good or bad from a circumstance. 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says? that 
“a virtuous man acts as he should, and when he 


* Aristotle, v1, 4 (1027525). 
4 Aristotle, Metaphysics, vi, 2 (1026%4), 
& Ethics 11, 3 (1104%26). 
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should, and so on in respect of the other cir- 
cumstances.” Therefore, on the other hand, the 
vicious man, in the matter of each vice, acts 
when he should not, or where he should not, 
and so on with the other circumstances. There- 
fore human actions are good or evil according 
to circumstances. 

I answer that, In natural things, it is to be 
noted that the whole fulness of perfection due 
to a thing is not from the substantial form that 
gives it its species, for a thing derives much 
from supervening accidents, as man does from 
shape, colour, and the like. And if any one of 
these accidents be out of due proportion, evil is 
the result. So is it with action. For the fulness 
of its goodness does not consist wholly in its spe- 
cies, but also in certain additions which accrue 
to it by reason of certain accidents. And its due 
circumstances are of this character. Therefore 
if something be wanting that is requisite as a 
due circumstance the action will be evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Circumstances are outside an 
action in so far as they are not part of its es- 
sence; but they are in an action as its accidents. 
Thus, too, accidents in natural substances are 
outside the essence. 

Reply Obj. 2. Every accident is not acciden- 
tally in its subject, for some are proper acci- 
dents, and of these every art takes notice. And 
thus it is that the circumstances of actions are 
considered in the doctrine of morals. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since good and being are con- 
vertible, according as being is predicated of 
suhstance and of accident, so is good predicated 
of a thing both in respect of its essential being, 
and in respect of its accidental being; and this, 
both in natural things and in moral actions. 


ArTICLE 4. Whether a Human Action 
Is Good or Evil from Its End? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the good and evil in human ac- 
tions are not from the end. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)! that “nothing acts with a view to evil.” If 
therefore an action were good or evil from its 


end, no action would be evil. Which is clearly _ 


false. 

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness of an action is 
something in the action. But the end is an ex- 
trinsic cause. Therefore an action is not said to 
be good or bad according to its end. 

Obj. 3. Further, a good action may happen to 
be ordered to an evil end, as when a man gives 
an alms from vainglory; and conversely, an evil 

1 Sects. 19, 31 (PG 3, 716, 732). 
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action may happen to be ordered to'a good end, 
as a theft committed in order to give something 
to the poor. Therefore an action is not good or 
evil from its end. 

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Differ. 
Topic. ii)? that “if the end is good, the thing is 
good”; and if the end be evil, the thing also is 
evil. 

I answer that, The disposition of things as to 
goodness is the same as their disposition as to 
being. Now in some things the being does not 
depend on another, and in these it suffices to 
consider their being absolutely. But there are 
things the being of which depends on something 
else, and hence in their regard we must consider 
their being in its relation to the cause on which 
it depends. Now just as the being of a thing de- 
pends on the agent and the form, so the good- 
ness of a thing depends on its end. Hence in the 
Divine Persons, Whose goodness does not de- 
pend on another, the measure of goodness is not 
taken from the end. But human actions, and 
other things, the goodness of which depends on 
something else, have a measure of goodness 
from the end on which they depend, besides 
that goodness which is in them absolutely. 

Accordingly a fourfold goodness may be con- 

sidered in a human action. First, that which, as 
an action, it derives from its genus; because as 
much as it has of action and being so much has 
It of goodness, as stated above (A. 1). Secondly, 
it has goodness according to its species, which is 
derived from its suitable object. Thirdly, it has 
goodness from its circumstances, in respect, as 
it were, of its accidents. Fourthly, it has good- 
ness from its end, to which it is related as to 
the cause of its goodness. 
* Reply Obj. 1. The good in view of which one 
acts is not always a true good, but sometimes it 
is a true good, sometimes an apparent good. 
And in the latter event, an evil action results 
from the end in view. 

Reply 06;. 2. Although the end is an extrinsic 
cause, nevertheless due proportion to the end, and 
relation to the end, are inherent to the action. 

Reply Obj. 3. Nothing hinders an action that 
ig good in one of the ways mentioned above 
from lacking goodness in another way. And 
thus it may happen that an action which is good 
in its species or in its circumstances, is ordered 
to an evil end, or vice versa. However, an action 
is not good absolutely, unless it is good in all 
those ways, since “evil results from any single 
defect, but good from the complete cause,” as 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).3 

2 PL 64, 1189. 3 Sect. 30 (PG 3, 729). 
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Articie 5. Whether a Human Action 
Is Good or Evil in Its Species? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that good and evil in moral acts do 
not make a difference of species. 

Objection 1. For the existence of good and 
evil in actions is in conformity with their exist- 
ence in things, as stated above (a. 1). But good 
and evil do not make a specific difference in 
things; for a good man is specifically the same 
as a bad man. Therefore neither do they make 
a specific difference in actions. 

Obj. 2. Further, since evil is a privation, it is 
a non-being. But non-being cannot be a differ- 
ence, according to the Philosopher.! Since there- 
fore the difference constitutes the species, it 
seems that an action is not constituted in a spe- 
cies through being evil. Consequently good and 
evil do not diversify the species of human ac- 
tions. 

Obj. 3. Further, acts that differ in species pro- 
duce different effects. But the same specific ef- 
fect results from a good and from an evil ac- 
tion; thus a man is born of adulterous or of 
lawful wedlock. Therefore good and evil actions 
do not differ in species. 

Obj. 4. Further, actions are sometimes said to 
be good or bad from a circumstance, as stated 
above (a. 3). But since a circumstance is an 
accident, it does not give an action its species. 
Therefore human actions do not differ in species 
on account of their goodness or malice. 

On the contrary, According to the Philoso- 
pher,? “like habits produce like actions.” But a 
good and a bad habit differ in species, as liber- 
ality and prodigality. Therefore also good and 
bad actions differ in species. 

] answer that, Every action derives its species 
from its object, as stated above (A. 2). Hence 
it follows that a difference of object causes a 
difference of species in actions. Now, it must be 
observed that a difference of objects causes a 
difference in actions according as the latter are 
referred to one active principle, and does not 
cause a difference in actions according as they 
are referred to another active principle. Be- 
cause nothing accidental constitutes a species, 
but only that which is essential, and a difference 
of object may be essential] in reference to one 
active principle, and accidental in reference to 
another. Thus to know colour and to know 
sound differ essentially in reference to sense, 
but not in reference to the intellect. 

Now in human actions, good and evil are 

1 Metaphysics, 111, 3 (98822). * Ethics, 11, 1 (1 103°21). 
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predicated in reference to the reason, because 
as Dionysius says (Div..Nam. iv)? the good of 
man is to be in accordance with reason, and 
“evil is to. be against reason.” For that is good 
for a thing which suits it in regard to its form; 
and evil, that which is against the order of its 
form. It is therefore evident that the difference 
of good and evil considered in reference to the 
object has a direct relation to reason; that is to 
say, according as the object is suitable or un- 
suitable to reason. Now certain actions are 
called human or moral according as they pro- 
ceed from the reason. And so it is evident that 
good and evil diversify the species in moral ac- 
tions, since essential differences cause a differ- 
ence of species. 

Reply Obj. 1. Even in natural things, good 
and evil (in so far as something is according to 
nature, and something against nature), diversify 
the natural species; for a dead body and a living 
body are not of the same species. In like man- 
ner, good, in so far as it is in accord with rea~ 
son, and evil, in so far as it is against reason, 
diversify the moral species. 

Reply Obj. 2. Evil implies not absolute priva- 
tion, but privation affecting some potentiality. 
For an action is said to be evil in its species not 
because it has no object at all, but because it 
has an object in disaccord with reason; for in- 
stance, to appropriate another’s property. 
Therefore in so far as the object is something 
positive, it can constitute the species of an evil 
act. 

Reply Obj. 3. The conjugal act and adultery, 
as related to reason, differ specifically and have 
effects specifically different, because the one de- 
serves praise and reward, and the other blame 
and punishment. But as related to the generative 
power, they do not differ in species. And thus 
they have one specific effect. 

Reply Obj. 4. A circumstance is sometimes 
taken as the essential difference of the object, 
according as it is related to reason; and then it 
can specify a moral act. And this must be so 
whenever a circumstance changes an action 
from good to evil; for a circumstance would not 
make an action evil except through being con- 
trary to reason. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether an Action Has the 
Species of Good or Evil from Its End? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the good and evil which are 
from the end do not diversify the species of ac- 
tions. 

3 Sect. 32 (PG 3, 732). 
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Objection x. For actlons derive their species 
from the object. But the end is outside the no- 
tion. of the object. Therefore the good and évil 
which are from the end do not diversify the spe- 
cies of an action. 

O6j. 2. Further, that which is accidental does 
not constitute the species, as stated above (A. 
5). But it is accidental to an action to be or- 
dered to some particular end; for instance, to 
give alms from vainglory. Therefore actions are 
not diversified as to species according to the 
good and evil which are from the end. 

Obj. 3. Further, acts that differ in species, can 
be ordered to the same end; thus actions of var- 
lous virtues and vices can be ordered to the end 
of vainglory. Therefore the good and evil which 
are taken from the end do not diversify the spe- 
cies of action. 

On the contrary, It has been shown above (Q. 
1, A. 3) that human actions derive their species 
from the end. Therefore good and evil which 
are taken from the end diversify the species of 
actions. 

I answer that, Certain acts are called human 
in so far as they are voluntary, as stated above 
(9. 1, A. 1). Now, in a voluntary act, there is a 
twofold act, namely, the interior act of the will, 
and the external act, and each of these acts has 
its object. The end is properly the object of the 
interior act of the will, while the object of the 
external action is that on which the action is 
brought to bear. Therefore just as the external 
act takes its species from the object on which 
it bears, so the interior act of the will takes its 
species from the end, as from its proper object. 

Now that which is on the part of the will is 
formal in relation to that which is on the part of 
the external action, because the will uses the 
limbs to act, aS instruments; nor have external 
actions any measure of morality, except in so 
far as they are voluntary. Consequently the spe- 
cies of a human act is considered formally with 
regard to the end, but materially with regard to 
the object of the external act. Hence the Phi- 
losopher says! that “he who steals that he may 
commit adultery, is, strictly speaking, more 
adulterer than thief.” 


Reply Obj. 1. The end also has the character ; 


of an object, as stated above.’ 

Reply Obj, 2. Although it is accidental to the 
external action to be ordered to some particular 
end, it is not accidental to the interior act of the 
will, which act is related to the external act, as 
form to matter. 


1 Ethics, V, 2 (1130%24). 
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Reply 0b). 3. When many actions, differing j in 
species, are ordered to the same end, there's in- 
deed a diversity of species on the part of the ex- 
ternal actions, but unity of species on the part 
of the internal ‘action. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Species Derived from 
the End Is Contained Under the Species 
Derived from the Object, as Under 

Its Genus, or Conversely? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the species of goodness derived from 
the end is contained under the species of good- 
ness derived from the object, as a species is con- 
tained under its genus, as for instance, when a 
man commits a theft in order to give an alms. 

Objection 1. For an action takes its species 
from its object, as stated above (A. 6). But it is 
impossible for a thing to be contained under an- 
other species if this species be not contained un- 
der the proper species of that thing, because the 
same thing cannot be contained in different spe- 
cies that are not subalterns. Therefore the spe- 
cies which is taken from the end is contained un- 
der the species which is taken from the object. 

Obj. 2, Further, the last difference always 
constitutes the last species. But the difference 
derived from the end seems to come after the 
difference derived from the object, because the 
end is something last. Therefore the species de- 
rived from the end is contained under the spe- 
cies derived from the object, as the last species. 

Obj. 3. Further, the more formal a difference 
is, the more particular (specialis) it is because 
difference is related to genus, as form to matter. 
But the species derived from the end, is more 
formal] than that which is derived from the ob- 
ject, as stated above (A. 6). Therefore the spe- 
cies derived from the end is contained under 
the species derived from the object, as the most 
particular species is contained under the subal- 
tern genus. 

On the contrary, Each genus has its determi- 
nate differences. But an action of one same spe- 
cies on the part of its object can be ordered to 
an infinite number of ends; for instance, theft 
can be ordered to an infinite number of good 
and bad ends. Therefore the species derived 
from the end is not contained under the species 
derived from the object, as under its genus. 

I answer that, The object of the external act 
can stand in a twofold relation to the end of the 
will. First, as being of itself ordered to it; thus 
to fight well is of itself ordered to victory. Sec- 
ondly, as being ordered to it accidentally; thus 
to take what belongs to another is ordered acci- 
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dentally to the giving of alms. Now the differ- 
ences that divide a genus and constitute the 
species of that genus, must, as the Philosopher 
sdy$,' divide that genus essentially; and if they 
belong to it accidentally, the division is incor- 
rect, as for example if one were to say: ‘“‘Ani- 
mals are divided into rational and irrational; 
and the irrational into animals with wings, and 
animals without wings”; ‘for “winged” and 
“‘wingless” are not essential determinations of 
irrational being. But the following division 
would be correct: “Some animals have feet, 
some have no feet; and of those that have feet, 
some have two feet, some four, some many,” be- 
cause these are an essential determination of the 
prior difference. Accordingly when the object is 
not essentially ordered to the end, the specific 
difference derived from the object is not an es- 
sential determination of the species derived 
from the end, nor conversely. Therefore one of 
these species is not under the other. But then 
the moral action is contained under two species 
that are disparate, as it were. Consequently we 
say that he that commits theft for the sake of 
adultery, is guilty of a twofold malice in one ac- 
tion. On the other hand, if the object is essen- 
tially ordered to the end, one of these differ- 
ences is an essential determination of the other. 
Therefore one of these species will be contained 
under the other. 

It remains to be considered which of the two 
is contained under the other. In order to make 
this clear, we must first of all observe that the 
more particular the form is from which a differ- 
ence is taken, the more specific is the difference. 
Secondly, that the more universal an agent is, 
the more universal a form does it cause. Third- 
ly, that the more remote an end is, the more 
universal the agent to which it corresponds; 
thus victory, which is the last end of the army, 
is the end intended by the commander in chief, 
while the right ordering of this or that regiment 
is the end intended by one of the lower officers. 
From all this it follows that the specific differ- 
ence derived from the end, is more general, and 
that the difference derived from an object which 
is essentially ordered to that end is a specific 
difference in relation to the former. For the will, 
whose proper object is the end, is the universal 
mover in respect of all the powers of the soul, 
whose proper objects are the objects of their 
particular acts. 

Reply Obj. 1. One and the same thing, con- 
sidered in its substance, cannot be in two spe- 
cies, one of which is not subordinate to the oth- 
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er. But in respect of those things which«are su- 
peradded to the substance, one thing can be con- 
tained under different species. Thus one.and the 
same fruit, as to its colour, is contained under 
one species, namely, white; and, as to its odor, 
under the species of sweet-smelling things. In 
like manner an action which, as to its substance, 
is in one natural species. considered in respect, to 
the moral conditions that are added to it can be- 
long to two species, as stated above (Q. f, A. 3. 
Reply 3). 

Reply Obj. 2. The end is last in secutive but 
first in the intention of the reason, according to 
which moral actions receive their species. 

Reply Obj. 3. Difference is compared to genus 
as form to matter, in so far as it actualizes the 
genus. On the other hand, the genus is consid- 
ered as more formal than the species, according 
as it is something more absolute and less con- 
tracted. Hence also the parts of a definition are 
reduced to the genus of formal cause, as is stat- 
ed in the Physics.? And in this sense the genus is 
the formal] cause of the species, and so much the 
more formal as it is more universal. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Any Action Is Indifferent 
in Its Spectes? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that no action is indifferent in its 
species. 

Objection 1. For evil is the privation of good, 
according to Augustine (Enchirid. xi).3 But pri- 
vation and habit are immediate contraries, ac- 
cording to the Philosopher.‘ Therefore there is 
no such thing as an action that is indifferent in 
iis species, as though it were between good and 
evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, human actions derive their 
species from their end or object, as stated above 
(A. 6; Q. I, A. 3). But every end and every ob- 
ject is either good or bad. Therefore every hu- 
man action is good or evil according to its spe- 
cies. None, therefore, is indifferent in its species. 

Obj. 3. Further, as stated above (A. 1). an ac- 
tion is said to be good when it has its due per- 
fection of goodness; and evil, when it lacks that 
perfection. But every action must either have 
the entire fulness of its goodness, or lack it in 
some respect. Therefore every action must 
needs be either good or bad in its species, and 
none is indifferent. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. 


Dom. in Mont, ii, 18), that there are certain 
2 Aristotle, 1, 3 (19426). PL 40, 236. 
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deeds of a middle kind, “which can be done with 
a good of evil mind,” of which it is rash to form 
a judgment. Therefore some actions are indif- 
ferent according to their species. 

I answer that, As stated abeve (AA. 2, 5), ev- 
ery action takes its species from its object, and 
human action, which is called moral, takes its 
species from the object, in relation to the prin- 
ciple of human actions, which is the reason. 
Therefore if the object of an action includes 
something in accord with the order of reason, 
it will be a good action according to its species; 
for instance, to give alms to a person in want. 
On the other hand, if it includes something con- 
trary to the order of reason, it will be an evil act 
according to its species; for instance, to steal, 
which is to take what belongs to another. But it 
may happen that the object of an action does 
not include something pertaining to the order of 
reason; for instance, to pick up a straw from the 
ground, to walk in the fields, and the like, and 
such actions are indifferent according to their 
specics. 

Reply Obj. 1. Privation is twofold. One is to- 
tal privation of being (privatum esse), and this 
leaves nothing, but takes all away. Thus blind- 
ness takes away sight altogether, darkness, light, 
and death, life. Between this privation and the 
contrary habit, there can be no medium in re- 
spect of the proper subject. The other is priva- 
tion in process (privarz); thus sickness is priva- 
tion of health, not that it takes health away alto- 
gether, but that it is a kind of road to the entire 
loss of health, occasioned by death. And since 
this sort of privation leaves something, it is not 
always the immediate contrary of the opposite 
habit. In this way evil is a privation of good, as 
Simplicius says in his commentary on the Cate- 
gories,' because it does not take away all good, 
but leaves some. Consequently there can be 
something between good and evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. Every object or end has some 
goodness or malice, at least natural; but this 
does not imply moral goodness or malice, which 
is considered in relation to the reason, as stated 
above, and which is what we are now concerned 
with. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything belonging to an- 
action belongs also to its species. And so al- 
though an action’s specific nature may not con- 
tain all that belongs to the full complement of 
its goodness, it is not therefore an action specif- 
ically bad, nor is it specifically good. Thus a 
man in regard to his species is neither virtuous 
nor wicked. 

1 In Cat., x (CG vit, 388.7). 
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ARTICLE 9. Whether an Individual Action | 
Can Be Indifferent? 


We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
seems that an individual action can be indif- 
ferent. 

Objection 1. For there is no species that does 
not, or cannot, contain an individual. But an ac- 
tion can be indifferent in its species, as stated 
above (A. 8). Therefore an individual action 
can be indifferent. 7 

Obj. 2. Further, “individual actions cause like 
habits,” as stated in Ethics.? But a habit can be 
indifferent. For the Philosopher says? that those 
who are of an even temper and prodigal disposi- 
tion are not evil; and yet it is evident that they 
are not good, since they depart from virtue; and 
thus they are indifferent in respect of a habit. 
Therefore some individual actions are indiffer- 
ent. 

Obj. 3. Further, moral good pertains to vir- 
tue, while moral evil pertains to vice. But it 
happens sometimes that a man fails to order a 
specifically indifferent action to a vicious or vir- 
tuous end. Therefore an individual action may 
happen to be indifferent. 

On the contrary, Gregory says in a homily 
(vi in Evang.).4 “An idle word is one that lacks 
either the usefulness of rectitude or the motive 
of just necessity or pious utility.” But an idle 
word is an evil, because men ... shall render an 
account of it in the day of judgment (Matt. 12. 
36), while if it does not lack the motive of just 
necessity or pious utility, it is good. Therefore 
every word is cither good or bad. For the same 
reason every other action is either good or bad. 
Therefore no individual action is indifferent. 

I answer that, It sometimes happens that an 
action is indifferent in its species, but consid- 
ered in the individual it is good or evil. And the 
reason of this is because a moral action, as stat- 
ed above (A. 3), derive: its goodness not only 
from its object, from which it takes its species, 
but also from the circumstances, which are its 
accidents, as it were; just as something belongs 
tu) a man by reason of his individual accidents 
which does not belong to him by reason of his 
species. And every individual action must have 
some circumstance that makes it good or bad, 
at least in respect of the intention of the end. 
For since it belongs to the reason to direct, if an 
action that proceeds from deliberate reason be 
not directed to the due end, it is, by that fact 
alone, contrary to reason, and has the character 

8 Aristotle, 11, r (110321). 


3 Ethics, 1V, 1 (1121%26). 4PL 76, 1098. 
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ef evil. But if it be directed to a due end it is in 
accord with reason, and so it has the character 
of good. Now it must be either directed or not 
directed to a due end. Consequently every hu- 
man action that proceeds from deliberate rea- 
son, if it be considered in the individual, must 
be good or bad. 

If, however, it does not proceed from delib- 
erate reason, but from some act of the imagina- 
tion, as when a man strokes his beard, or moves 
his hand or foot. such an action, properly speak- 
ing, is not moral or human, since this depends 
on the reason. Hence it will be indifferent, as 
standing apart from the genus of moral actions. 

Reply Ob7. 1. For an action to be indifferent 
in its species can be understood in several ways. 
First in such a way that its indifference is drawn 
from its very species; and in this respect the ob- 
jection proves. But no action can be specifically 
indifferent in this way, since no object of human 
action is such that it cannot be ordered to good 
or evil, either through its end or through a cir- 
cumstance. Secondly, an action may be indiffer- 
ent in its species from the fact that as far as its 
species is concerned, it is neither good nor bad. 
Therefore it can be made good or bad by some- 
thing else. Thus man, as far as his species Is con- 
cerned, is neither white nor black. Nor is it a 
condition of his species that he should not be 
black or white, but blackness or whiteness is 
superadded to man by other principles than 
those of his species. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Philosopher states! that a 
man is evil, properly speaking, if he be hurtful 
to others. And accordingly he says? that the 
prodigal is not evil, because he hurts none save 
himself. And the same applies to all others who 
are not hurtful to their neighbors. But we say 
here that evil, in general, is all that is repugnant 
to right reason. And in this sense every individ- 
ual action is either good or bad, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 3. Whenever an end is intended by 
deliberate reason, it pertains either to the good 
of some virtue or to the evil of some vice. Thus, 
if a man’s action 1s directed to the support or 
repose of his body, it is also directed to the good 
of virtue, provided he direct his body itself to 
the good of virtue. The same clearly applies to 
other actions. 


ARTICLE 10. Whether a Circumstance Places a 
Moral Action in the Species of Good or Evil? 
We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that a circumstance cannot place a moral 
action in the species of good or evil. 
1 Ethics, tv, 1 (112129). 2 Ibid (1121%26). 
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Objection 1. For the species of an action is 
taken from its object. But circumstances differ 
from the object. Therefore circumstances do 
not give an action its species. 

Obj. 2. Further, circumstances are as acci- 
dents in relation to the moral action, as stated 
above (Q. vil, A. 1). But an accident does not 
constitute the species. Therefore a circumstance 
does not constitute a species of good or evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, one thing is not in several 
species. But one action has several circum- 
stances. Therefore a circumstance does not 
place a moral action in a species of good or 
evil. 

On the contrary, Place is a circumstance. But 
place puts a moral action in a certain species of 
evil; for theft of a thing from a holy place is a 
sacrilege. Therefore a circumstance makes a 
moral action to be specifically good or bad. 

I answer that, Just as the species of natural 
things are constituted by their natural forms, so 
the species of moral actions are constituted by 
forms as conceived by the reason, as is evident 
from what was said above (A. 5). But since na- 
ture is determined to one thing, nor can a proc- 
ess of nature go on to infinity, there must be 
some ultimate form constituting a specific dif- 
ference beyond which no further specific differ- 
ence is possible. Hence it is that in natural 
things, that which is accidental to a thing can- 
not be taken as a difference constituting the spe- 
cies. But the process of reason is not determined 
to any one thing, for at any point it can still pro- 
ceed further. And consequently that which, in 
one action, is taken as a circumstance added to 
the object that specifies the action, can again be 
taken by the directing reason as the principal 
condition of the object that determines the ac- 
tion’s species. Thus to take another’s property 
is specified by reason of the property being an- 
other’s, and in this respect it is placed in the 
species of theft; and if we consider that action 
also in its bearing on place or time, then this will 
be an additional circumstance. But since the 
reason can direct as to place, time, and the like, 
it may happen that the condition as to place, in 
relation to the object, is considered as being in 
disaccord with reason; for instance, reason for- 
bids injury to be done to a holy place. Conse- 
quently to steal from a holy place has a special 
contrariness to the order of reason. And thus 
place, which was first of all considered as a cir- 
cumstance, is considered here as the principal 
condition of the object, and as itself contrary to 
reason. And in this way, whenever a circum- 
stance has a special relation to reason, either for 


702 
or against, it must specify the moral action, ei- 
ther as good or bad. 

Reply Obj. 1. A circumstance, in so far as it 
specifies an action, is considered as a condition 
of the object, as stated above, and as being, as 
it were, a specific difference of it. 

Reply Obj. 2. A circumstance, so long as it is 
but a circumstance, does not specify an action, 
since thus it is a mere accident, but when it be- 
comes a principal condition of the object, then 
it does specify the action. 

Reply 067. 3. Not every circumstance places 
the moral action in the species of good or evil, 
since not every circumstance implies accord or 
disaccord with reason. Consequently, although 
one action may have many circumstances, it 
does not follow that it is in many species. Nev- 
ertheless there is no reason why one action 
should not be in several, even disparate, mcral 
species, as said above (A. 7. Reply 1; Q. I, A. 3. 
reply 3). 


ARTICLE 11. Whether Every Circumstance That 
Makes an Action Better or Worse Places a 
Moral Action in a Species of Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article: It 
would seem that every circumstance relating to 
good or evil specifies an action. 

Objection 1. For good and evil are specific dif- 
ferences of moral actions. Therefore that which 
causes a difference in the goodness or malice of 
a moral action causes a specific difference, 
which is the same as to make it differ in species. 
Now that which makes an action better or worse 
makes it differ in goodness and malice. There- 
fore it causes it to differ in species. Therefore 
every circumstance that makes an action better 
or worse constitutes a species. 

Obj. 2. Further, an additional circumstance 
either has in itself the character of goodness or 
malice, or it has not. If not, it cannot make the 
action better or worse, because what is not good 
cannot make a greater good, and what is not evil 
cannot make a greater evil. But if it has in itself 
the character of good or evil, for this very rea- 
son it has a certain species of good or evil. 
Therefore every circumstance that makes an ac- 
tion better or worse constitutes a new species of 
good or evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Dionysius (Div. 
Nom. iv),) “evil is caused by each single de- 
fect.” Now every circumstance that increases 
malice’ has a special defect. Therefore every 
such circumstance adds a new species of sin. 
And for the same reason, every circumstance 

1 Sect. 30 (PG 3, 729). 
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that increases goodness seems to add a new.ape- 
cies of goodness; just as every unity added toa 
number makes a new species of number, for the 
good consists in number, weight, and measure 
(Part I, 9. v, A. 5). = 

On the contrary, More and less do not chang 
@ species. But more and less is a circumstance 
of additional goodness or malice. Therefore not 
every circumstance that makes a moral action 
better or worse places it in a species of good or 
evil. 

i answer that, As stated above (A. 10), a cir- 
cumstance gives the species of good or evil ta:a 
moral action, in so far as it concerns a special 
order of reason. Now it happens sometimes that 
a circumstance does not concern a special order 
of reason in respect of good or evil, except on 
the supposition of another previous circum- 
stance, from which the moral action takes its 
species of good or evil. Thus to take something 
in a large or small quantity does not concern the 
order of reason in respect of good or evil, unless 
a certain other condition is presupposed, from 
which the action takes its malice or goodness; 
for instance, if what is taken belongs to another, 
which makes the action to be discordant with 
reason. Therefore to take what belongs to an- 
other in a large or small quantity does not 
change the species of the sin. Nevertheless it can 
aggravate or diminish the sin. The same applies 
to other evil or good actions. Consequently not 
every circumstance that makes a moral action 
better or worse changes its species. 

Reply 06j. 1. In things which can be more or 
less intense the difference of more or less does 
not change the species. Thus by differing in 
whiteness through being more or less white a 
thing is not changed in regard to its species of 
colour. In like manner that which makes an ac- 
tion to be more or less good or evil does not 
make the action differ in species. 

Reply Obj. 2. A circumstance that aggravates 
a sin or adds to the goodness of an action, some- 
times has no goodness or malice in itself, but in 
regard to some other condition of the action, as 
stated above. Consequently it does not add a 
new species, but adds to the goodness or mal- 


‘ ice derived from this other condition of the 


action. 

Reply Obj. 3. A circumstance does not always 
involve a distinct defect of its own; sometimes 
it causes a defect in reference to something else. 
In like manner a circumstance does not always 
add further perfection, except in reference to 
something else. And, to the extent that it does, 
although it may add to the goodness or malice, it 
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me not always change the species of ood or 
evil. 


QUESTION XIX 
OF THE GOODNESS AND MALICE’ 
OF THE INTERIOR ACT OF THE WILL 
(in Ten Articles) 


WE must now consider the goodness of the inte- 
rior act of the will, under which head there are 
ten points of inquiry: (1) Whether the goodness 
of the will depends on the object? (2) Whether 
it depends on the object alone? (3) Whether it 
depends on reason? (4) Whether it depends on 
the eternal law? (5) Whether erring reason 
binds? (6) Whether the will is evil if it follows 
the erring reason against the law of God? (7) 
Whether the goodness of the will in regard to 
the means depends on the intention of the end? 
(8) Whether the degree of goodness or malice 
in the will depends on the degree of good or 
evil in the intention? (9) Whether the goodness 
of the will depends on its conformity to the 
Divine Will? (10) Whether it is necessary for 
the human will in order to be good to be con- 
formed to the Divine Will as regards the thing 
willed? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Goodness of the 
Will Depends on the Object? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the goodness of the will does 
not depend on the object. 

Objection 1. For the will cannot be directed 
otherwise than to what is good, for ‘‘cvil is out- 
side the scope of the will,’ as Dionysius says 
(Div. Nom. iv).! If therefore the goodness of 
the will were to be judged from the object, it 
would follow that every act of the will is good, 
and none bad. 

Obj. 2. Further, good is first of all in the end. 
Therefore the goodness of the end, as such, does 
not depend on any other. But, according to the 
Philosopher,” “goodness of action is the end, but 
goodness of making is never the end,” because 
the latter is always ordered to the thing made, 
as to its end. Therefore the goodness of the act 
of the will does not depend on any object. 

Obj. 3. Further, according as a thing is, so 
does it make a thing to be. But the object of the 
will is good by reason of the goodness of nature. 
Therefore it cannot give moral goodness to the 
will. Therefore the moral goodness of the will 
does not depend on the object. 


1 Sect. 32 (PG 3, 732). 
2 Ethics, V1, 5 (1140%6). 
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‘On the contrary, The Philosopher says* ‘that 
“justice is that -habit from which men'wish for 
just things,’” and accordingly, virtue is a habit 
from which men wish for good things. But. a 
good will is one which is in accordance with vir- 
tue. Therefore the goodness of the will is from 
the fact that a man wills that which is good. 

I answer that, Good and evil are essential dif- 
ferences of the act of the will. Because good and 
evil of themselves pertain to the will, just as 
truth and falsehood pertain to reason, the act of 
which is divided essentially by the difference of 
truth and falsehood, according as an opinion is 
said to be true or false. Consequently good and 
evil acts of the will are acts differing in species. 
Now the specific difference in acts is according 
to objects, as stated above (Q. xvitt, A. 5). 
Therefore good and evil in the acts of the will is 
derived properly from the objects. 

Reply Obj. 1. The will is not always directed 
to what is truly good, but sometimes to the ap- 
parent good, which has indeed some measure of 
good, but not of a good that is absolutely suit- 
able to be desired. Hence it is that the act of the 
will is not always good, but sometimes evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although an action can, in a 
certain way. be man’s last end, nevertheless 
such action is not an act of the will, as stated 
above (0. I, A. 1. Reply 2). 

Reply Obj. 3. Good is presented by the reason 
to the will as its object, and in so far as it is 
in accord with reason, it enters the moral order, 
and causes moral goodness in the act of the will, 
For reason is the principle of human and moral 
acts, as stated above (q. XVIII, A. 5). 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Goodness of the Will 
Depends on the Object Alone? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the goodness of the will does not de- 
pend on the object alone. 

Objection 1. For the end has a closer relation- 
ship to the will than to any other power. But the 
acts of the other powers derive goodness not 
only from the object but also from the end, as 
we have shown above (gq. xvutt, A. 4), Therefore 
the act also of the will derives goodness not only 
from the object but also from the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness of an action is 
derived not only from the object but also from 
the circumstances, as stated above (Q. XVIII, A. 
3). But according to the difference of circum- 
stances there may be a difference of goodness 
and malice in the act of the will; for instance, if 
a man will, when he ought, where he ought, as 

3 Ibid., V, 1 (1129%9). 


704 
much as he ought, arid how he ought, or if he 
will as he ought not. Therefore the goodness of 
the will depends not only on the object, but also 
on the circumstances. 

Obj. 3. Further, ignorance of circumstances 
excuses malice of the will, as stated above (a. 
vi, A. 8). But it would not be so unless the good- 
ness or malice of the will depended on the cir- 
cumstances. Therefore the goodness and malice 
of the will depend on the circumstances, and not 
only on the object. 

On the contrary, An action does not take its 
species from the circumstances as such, as stat- 
ed above (Q. XVIII, A. 10. Reply 2). But good and 
evil are specific differences of the act of the will, 
as stated above (A. 1). Therefore the goodness 
and malice of the will depend not on the circum- 
stances but on the object alone. 

I answer that, In every genus, the more a 
thing is first, the more simple it is, and the few- 
er the principles of which it consists; thus pri- 
mary bodies are simple. Hence it is to be ob- 
served that the first things in every genus, are, 
in some way, simple and consist of one principle. 
Now the principle of the goodness and malice of 
human actions is taken from the act of the will. 
Consequently the goodness and malice of the act 
of the will depend on some one thing, while the 
goodness and malice of other acts may depend 
on several things. 

Now that one thing which is the principle in 
each genus is not something accidental to that 
genus but something essential to it, because 
whatever is accidental is reduced to something 
essential, as to its principle. Thcrefore the good- 
ness of the will’s act depends on that one thing 
alone, which of itself causes goodness in the 
act; and that one thing is the object, and not the 
circumstances, which are accidents, as it were, 
of the act. 

Reply Obj. 1. The end is the object of the 
will, but not of the other powers. Hence, in re- 
gard to the act of the will, the goodness derived 
from the object does not differ from that which 
is derived from the end, as they differ in the acts 
of the other powers, except perhaps accidental- 
ly, in so far as one end depends on another, and 
one act of the will on another. 

Reply Ob7. 2. Given that the act of the will is 
fixed on some good, no circumstance can make 
that act bad. Consequently when it is said that 
a man wills a good when he ought not, this can 
be understood in two ways. First, so that this 
circumstance is referred to the thing willed. And 
in this way the act of the will is not fixed on 
something good, since to will to do something 
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when it ought not to be done is not to will some- 
thing good. Secondly, so that the circumstance 
is referred to the act of willing. And thus, it is 
impossible to will something good when one 
ought not to, because one ought always-to will 
what is good; unless, perhaps, accidentally, in so 
far as a man by willing some particular good, is 
prevented from willing at the same time another 
good which he ought to will at that time. And 
then evil results not from his willing that par- 
ticular good but from his not willing the other. 
The same applies to the other circumstances. 

Reply Obj. 3. Ignorance of circumstances ex- 
cuses malice of the will, in so far as the circum- 
stance affects the thing willed; that is to say,-in 
so far as a man is ignorant of the circumstances 
of the act which he wills. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Goodness of the 
Will Depends on Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the goodness of the will does not de- 
pend on reason. 

Objection 1. For what comes first does not 
depend on what follows. But the good pertains 
to the will before it belongs to reason, as is clear 
from what has been said above (Q. Ix, A. 1). 
Therefore the goodness of the will does not de- 
pend on reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says’ that 
“the goodness of the practical intellect is a 
truth that is in conformity with right desire.” 
But right desire is a good will. Therefore the 
goodness of the practical reason depends on the 
goodness of the will, rather than conversely. 

Obj. 3 Further, the mover does not depend 
on that which is moved, but vice versa. But the 
will moves the reason and the other powers, as 
stated above (Q. 1x, A. 1). Therefore the good- 
ness of the will does not depend on reason 

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin x) :? 
“Tt is an unruly will tha: persists in its desires 
In opposition to reason.” But the goodness of 
the will consists in not being unruly. Therefore 
the goodness of the will depends on its being 
subject to reason. 

I answer that, As stated above (AA. 1, 2), the 
goodness of the will depends properly on the ob- 
ject. Now the will’s object is proposed to it by 
reason. Because the good understood is the pro- 
portionate object of the will, while sensitive or 
imaginary good is proportionate not to the will 
but to the sensitive appetite, for the will can 
tend to the universal good, which reason appre- 
hends, but the sensitive appetite tends only to 

1 Ethics, vi, 2 (1139%29). 2 PL 10, 344. 
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the particular good, apprehended by the sensi- 
tive power. Therefore the goodness of the will 
depends on reason, in the same way as it de- 
pends on the object. 

Reply Obj. 1. The good considered as such, 
that is, as desirable, pertains to the will before 
pertaining to the reason. But considered as true 
it pertains to the reason, before, under the as- 
pect of goodness, pertaining to the will, because 
the will cannot desire a good that is not previ- 
ously apprehended by reason. 

Reply Obj. 2. The Philosopher speaks there 
of the practical intellect, in so far as it counsels 
and reasons about the means; for in this respect 
it is perfected by prudence. Now in regard to the 
means, the rectitude of the reascen depends on 
its conformity with the desire of a due end. 
Nevertheless the very desire of the due end pre- 
supposes a right apprehension of the end, which 
is through reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. The will meves the reason in 
one way, and the reason moves the will in an- 
other, namely. on the part of the object, as stat- 
ed above (a. IX, A. 1). 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Goodness of the 
Will Depends on the Eternal Law? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the goodness of the human will 
does not depend on the eternal law. 

Objection 1, Because to one thing there is one 
rule and one measure. But the rule of the human 
will, on which its goodness depends, is right rea- 
son. Therefore (he goodness of the will does not 
depend on the eternal law. 

Obj. 2. Further, “a measure is homogeneous 
with the thing measured.”! Bul the eternal law is 
not homogeneous with the human will. There- 
fore the eternal Jaw cannot be the measure on 
which the goodness of the human will depends. 

Obj. 3. Further, a measure should be most 
certain. But the eternal law is unknown to us. 
Therefore it cannot be the measure on which 
the goodness of our will depends. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra 
Faust. xxii)? that “sin is a deed, word or desire 
against the eternal Jaw.” But malice of the will 
is the root of sin. Therefore, since malice is con- 
trary to goodness. the goodness of the will de- 
pends on the eternal law. 

I answer that, Wherever a number of causes 
are subordinate to one another, the effect de- 
pends more on the first than on the second 
cause, since the second cause acts only in virtue 

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, X, 1 (105324). 
* Chap. 27 (PL 42, 418). 
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of the first. Now that human reason is the rule 
of the human will, from which the human will 
derives its goodness, is from the eternal law, 
which is the Divine Reason. Hence it is written 
(Ps. 4.6, 7): Many say: Whe showeth us good 
things? The light of Thy countenance, O Lord, 
1s signed upon us, as though to say: “The light 
of our reason is able to show us good things, and 
guide our will, in so far as it is the light of (that 
is, derived from) Thy countenance.” It is there- 
fore evident that the goodness of the human will 
depends on the eternal law much more than on 
human reason. And when human reason fails we 
must have recourse to the Eternal Reason. 

Reply Obj, 1. To one thing there are not sev- 
era] proximate measures; but there can be sev- 
era] measures subordinate to one another. 

Reply Obj. 2. A proximate measure is homo- 
geneous with the thing measured; a remote 
measure is not. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the eternal law is un- 
known to us according as it is in the Divine 
Mind, nevertheless, it becomes known to us 
somewhat, either by natural reason which is de- 
rived from it as its proper image, or by some 
sort of additional revelation. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Will Is Evil When lt 
Is at Variance with Erring Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that the willis not evil when it is at 
variance with erring reason. 

Objection 1. Because the reason is the rule of 
the human will, in so far as it is derived from 
the eternal law, as stated above (A. 4). But err- 
ing reason is not derived from the eternal law. 
Therefore erring reason is not the rule of the 
human wil}. Therefore the will is not evil if it be 
at variance with erring reason. 

Obj. 2. further, according to Augustine,® the 
command of a lower authority does not bind if 
it be contrary to the command of a higher au- 
thority, for instance, if a proconsul command 
something that is forbidden by the emperor. 
But erring reason sometimes proposes what is 
against the command of a higher power, namely, 
God Whose power is supreme. Therefore the 
dictate of an erring reason does not bind. Con- 
sequently the will is not evil if it be at variance 
with erring reason, 

Obj. 3. Further, every evil will is reducible to 
some species of malice. But the will that is at 
variance with erring reason is not reducible to 
some species of malice. For instance, if a man’s 
reason err in telling him to commit fornication, 

3 Serm. ad Popul., Serm. xu, 8 (PL 38, 421). 
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his will in not willing to‘'do so cannot be reduced 
to any species of malice. Therefore the will is 
not evil when it is at variance with erring reason. 

On the contrary, As stated in the First’ Part 
(Q. LXXIX, A. 13), Conscience is nothing else 
than the application of knowledge to some ac- 
tion. Now knowledge is in the reason. Therefore 
when the will is at variance with erring reason, 
it is against conscience. But every such will is 
evil, for it is written (Rom. 14. 23): Ali that is 
not of faith—that is, all that is against con- 
science—ts sin. Therefore the will is evil when it 
is at variance with erring reason. 

I answer that, Since conscience is a kind of 
dictate of the reason (for it is an application of 
knowledge to action, as was stated in the First 
Part, Q. LXXIX, A. 13), to inquire whether the 
will is evil when it is at variance with erring rea- 
son; is the same as to inquire whether an erring 
conscience binds. On this matter, some distin- 
guished three kinds of actions: for some are 
good generically, some are indifferent, and some 
are evil generically.’ And they say that if reason 
or conscience tell us to do something which is 
good generically, there is no error. And in like 
manner if it tell us not to do something which is 
evil generically, since it is the same reason that 
prescribes what is good and forbids what is evil. 
On the other hand if a man’s reason or con- 
science tell him that he is bound by precept to 
do what is evil in itself, or that what is good in 
itself, is forbidden, then his reason or conscience 
errs. In like manner if a man’s reason or con- 
science tell him that what is indifferent in itself, 
for instance to raise a straw from the ground, is 
forbidden or commanded, his reason or con- 
science errs. They say, therefore, that reason or 
conscience when erring in matters of indiffer- 
ence, either by commanding or by forbidding 
them, binds, so that the will which is at variance 
with that erring reason is evil and sinful. But 
they say that when reason or conscience errs in 
commanding what is evil in itself, or in forbid- 
ding what is good in itself, it does not bind. And 
so in such cases the will which is at variance 
with erring reason or conscience Is not evil. 

But this is unreasonable. For in matters of in- 


difference the will that is at variance with err- ~ 


ing reason or conscience is evil in some way on 
account of the object, on which the goodness or 
malice of the will depends; not indeed on ac- 
count of the object according as it is in its own 
nature, but according as it is accidentally appre- 


1 Bonaventure, Jn Sené., 11, d. 39, A. 1, Q. 3 (QR m1, 906); 
see also Alexander of Hales, Summa Theol., 1-11, n. 388 
(OR 10, 388). 
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hended by reason as something evil to do ort 
avoid. And since the object of the will is that 
which is proposed by the reason, as stated above 
(A. 3), from the very fact that a thing is pro- 
posed by the reason’ as being evil, the will by 
tending to it becomes evil. And this is the case 
not only in indifferent matters, but also in those 
that are good or evil in themselves. For not only 
indifferent matters can receive the character of 
goodness or malice accidentally, but also that 
which is good can receive the character of evil, 
or that which is evil can receive the character of 
goodness, on account of the reason apprehend- 
ing it as such. For instance, to refrain from for- 
nication is good, yet the will does not tend to 
this good except in so far as it is proposed by 
the reason. If, therefore, the erring reason pro- 
pose it as an evil, the will tends to it as to some- 
thing evil. Consequently the will is evil, because 
it wills evil, not indeed that which is evil in it- 
self, but that which js evil accidentally, through 
being apprehended as such by the reason. In 
like manner, to believe in Christ is good in it- 
self, and necessary for salvation, but the will 
does not tend to this, except in so far as it is pro- 
posed by the reason. Consequently if it be pro- 
posed by the reason as something evil, the will 
tends to it as to something evil—-not as if it were 
evil in itself, but because it is evil accidentally, 
through the apprehension of the reason. Hence 
the Philosopher says? that “properly speaking 
the incontinent man is one who does not follow 
right reason; but accidentally, he is also one 
who does not follow false reason.” We must 
therefore conclude that, absolutely speaking, ev- 
ery will at variance with reason, whether right 
or erring, is always evil. 

Reply Obj. t. Although the judgment of an 
erring reason is not derived from God, yet the 
erring reason puts forward its judgment as be- 
ing true, and consequently as being derived 
from God, from Whom 1; all truth. 

Reply Obj. 2. The saying of Augustine holds 
good when it is known that the inferior author- 
ity prescribes something contrary to the com- 
mand of the higher authority. But if a man were 
to believe the command of the proconsul to be 
the command of the emperor, in scorning the 
command of the proconsul he would scorn the 
command of the emperor. In like manner if a 
man were to know that human reason was dic- 
tating something contrary to God’s command- 
ment, he would not be bound to abide by rea- 
son; but then reason would not be entirely er- 
roneous. But when erring reason proposes some- 

2 Ethics, vu, 9 (1151°33). 
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thing as being commanded by God, then -to 
scorn the dictate of reason is to scorn the com- 
mandment of God. . 

Reply Obj. 3. Whenever reason apprehends 
something as evil, it apprehends it under some 
aspect of evil; for instance, as being something 
contrary to a divine precept, or as giving scan- 
dal, or for some such reason. And then that evil 
is reduced to that species of malice. 


ArTICcLe 6. Whether the Will Is Good When 
It Abides by Erring Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that the will is good when it abides by 
erring reason. 

Objection 1. For just as the will when at vari- 
ance with the reason tends to that which reason 
judges to be evil, so, when in accord with the 
reason it tends to what reason judges to be good. 
But the will is evil when it is at variance with 
reason, even when erring. Therefore even when 
it abides by erring reason the will is good. 

Obj. 2. Further, the will is always good when 
it abides by the commandment of God and the 
eternal law. But the eternal law and God’s com- 
mandment are proposed to us by the apprehen- 
sion of the reason, even when it errs. Therefore 
the will is good even when it abides by erring 
reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, the will is evil when it is at 
variance with erring reason. If, therefore, the 
will is evil also when it abides by erring reason, 
it seems that the will is always evil when in con- 
junction with erring reason, so that in such a 
case a man would be in two minds, and, of ne- 
cessity, would sin, which is unreasonable. There- 
fore the will is good when it abides by erring 
reason. 

On the contrary, The will of those who slew 
the apostles was evil. And yet it was in accord 
with their erring reason, according to John 16. 
2: The hour cometh, that whosoever killeth you, 
will think that he doth a service to God. There- 
fore the will can be evil when it abides by erring 
reason, 

I answer that, Just as the previous question 
is the same as inquiring whether an erring con- 
science binds, so this question is the same as in- 
quiring whether an erring conscience excuses. 
Now this question depends on what has been 
said above about ignorance. For it was said (a. 
VI, A. 8) that ignorance sometimes causes an 
act to be involuntary, and sometimes not. And 
since moral good and evil consist in action in so 
far as it is voluntary, as was stated above (A. 
2), it is evident that when ignorance causes an 
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act to-be involuntary it takes away the charac- 
ter of moral good and evil; but not, when it 
does not cause the act to be involuntary. Again, 
it has been stated above (0. v1, A. 8) that when 
ignorance is in any way willed, either directly or 
indirectly, it does not cause the act to be in- 
voluntary. And I call that ignorance directly 
voluntary, to which the act of the will tends; 
and that ignorance indirectly voluntary, which 
is due to negligence, by reason of a man not 
Wishing to know what he ought to know, as 
stated above (0. vI, A. 8). ! 

If then reason or conscience err with an error 
that is voluntary, either directly, or through 
negligence, so that one errs about what one 
ought to know, then such an error of reason or 
conscience does not excuse the will that abides 
by that erring reason or conscience from being 
evil. But if the error arise from ignorance of 
some circumstance, and without any negligence, 
so that it cause the act to be involuntary, then 
that error of reason or conscience excuses the 
will that abides by that erring reason from being 
evil. For instance, if erring reason tell a man that 
he should go to another man’s wife, the will that 
abides by that erring reason is evil, since this 
error arises from ignorance of the Divine Law, 
which he is bound to know. But if a man’s rea- 
son errs in mistaking another for his wife, and 
if he wish to give her her right when she asks 
for it, his will is excused from being evil, be- 
cause this error arises from ignorance of a cir- 
cumstance, which ignorance excuses, and causes 
the act to be involuntary. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv),! “good results from the entire cause, evil 
from each particular defect.” Consequently, in 
order that the thing to which the will tends be 
called evil, it suffices cither that it be evil in it- 
self, or that it be apprehended as evil. But in 
order for it to be good, it must be good in both 
ways. 

Reply Obj. 2. The eternal law cannot err, but 
human reason can. Consequently the will that 
abides by human reason is not always right, nor 
is it always in accord with the eternal law. 

Reply Obj. 3. Just as in syllogistic arguments, 
granted one absurdity, others must follow, so in 
moral matters, given one absurdity, others must 
follow too. Thus suppose a man to seek vain- 
glory, he will sin, whether he does his duty for 
vainglory, or whether he omit to do it. Nor is 
he in two minds about the matter, because he 
can put aside his evil intention. In like manner, 
if we suppose a man’s reason or conscience to 

1 Sect. 30 (PG 3, 729). 
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err through inexcusable ignorance, then evil 
must result in the will. Nor is this man in two 
minds, because he can lay aside his error, since 
his ignorance is vincible and voluntary. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether the Goodness of the 
Will, as Regards the Means, Depends 
on the Intention of the End? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that the goodness of the will does not 
depend on the intention of the end. 

Objection 1. For it has been stated above (A. 
2) that the goodness of the will depends on the 
object alone. But as regards the means, the ob- 
ject of the will is one thing, and the end in- 
tended is another. Therefore in such matters 
the goodness of the will does not depend on the 
intention of the end. 

Obj. 2. Further, to wish to keep God’s com- 
mandment, belongs to a good will. But this can 
be referred to an evil end, for instance to vain- 
glory or covetousness, by willing to obey God 
for the sake of temporal gain. Therefore the 
goodness of the will does not depend on the in- 
tention of the end. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as good and evil diversi- 
fy the will, so do they diversify the end. But 
malice of the will does not depend on the malice 
of the end intended; for a man who wills to 
steal in order to give alms has an evil will, al- 
though he intends a good end. Therefore neither 
does the goodness of the will depend on the 
goodness of the end intended. 

On the contrary, Augustine says that God re- 
wards the intention.! But God rewards a thing 
because it is good. Therefore the goodness of 
the will depends on the intention of the end. 

I answer that, The intention may stand in a 
twofold relation to the act of the will; first, as 
preceding it, secondly as following it. The in- 
tention precedes the act of the will causally 
when we will something because we intend a cer- 
tain end. And then the order to the end is con- 
sidered as the reason of the goodness of the 
thing willed; for instance, when a man wills to 
fast for God’s sake, because the act of fasting 
has the character of good from the very fact 


that it is done for God’s sake. Therefore, since : 


the goodness of the will depends on the good- 
ness of the thing willed, as stated above (AA. 
I, 2), it must of necessity depend on the inten- 
tion of the end. 

On the other hand, intention follows the act 
of the will when it is added to a preceding act of 
the will; for instance, a man may will to do 

1 Confessions, x11, 41 (PL 32, 863). 
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something, and may afterwards refer it to God. 
And then the goodness of the previous act of 
the will does not depend on the subsequent in- 
tention, except in so far as that act is repeated 
with the subsequent intention. 

Reply Obj. 1. When the intention is the 
cause of the act of willing, the order to the end 
is considered as the reason of the goodness of 
the object, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 2. The act of the will cannot be 
said to be good if an evil intention is the cause 
of willing. For when a man wills to give an alms 
for the sake of vainglory, he wills that which is 
good in itself, under the aspect of evil; and 
therefore, as willed by him, it is evil. Therefore 
his will is evil. If, however, the intention is sub- 
sequent to the act of the will, then the latter 
may be good, and the intention does not spoil 
that act of the will which preceded, but that 
which is repeated. 

Reply Obj. 3. As we have already stated (A. 
6. Reply 1), “evil results from each particular de- 
fect, but good from the whole and entire cause.” 
Hence, whether the will tend to what is evil in 
itself, even under the aspect of good, or to the 
good under the aspect of evil, it will be evil in 
either case. But in order for the will to be good, 
it must tend to the good under the aspect of 
good; in other words, it must will the good for 
the sake of the good. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether the Degree of Goodness or 
Malice in the Will Depends on the Degree of 
Good or Evil in the Intention? 


We proceed thus to the Etghth Article: It 
seems that the degree of goodness in the will 
depends on the degree of good in the intention. 

Objection 1. Because on Matt. 12. 35 (Luke 
6.45), A good mun out of the good treasure of 
his heart, bringeth forth that which is good, 
the gloss savs: “A man does as much good as he 
intends.’” But the intent:on gives goodness not 
only to the external action, but also to the act 
of the will, as stated above (A. 7). Therefore 
the goodness of a man’s will is according to the 
goodness of his intention. 

Obj 2. Further, if you add to the cause, you 
add to the effect. But the goodness of the inten- 
tion is the cause of the good will. Therefore a 
man’s will is good according as his intention is 
good. 

Obj. 3. Further, in evil actions, a man sins in 
proportion to his intention. For if a man were 
to throw a stone with a murderous intention, he 
would be guilty of murder. Therefore, for the 

3 Glossa interl. (V, 43r). 
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same reason, in good actions, the will is good in 
proportion to the good intended. 

On the contrary, The intention can be good, 
while the will is evil. Therefore, for the same 
reason, the intention can be better, and the will 
less good. 

I answer that, In regard to both the act and 
the intention of the end, we may consider a two- 
fold quantity. One, on the part of the object, by 
reason of a man willing or doing a good that is 
greater. The other, taken from the intensity of 
the act, according as a man wills or acts in- 
tensely; and this is more on the part of the 
agent. 

If then we speak of these respective quanti- 
ties from the point of view of the object, it is 
evident that the quantity in the act does not de- 
pend on the quantity in the intention. With re- 
gard to the external act this may happen in two 
ways. First, through the object that is ordered 
to the intended end not being proportionate to 
that end; for instance, if a man were to give 
ten pounds, he could not realize his intention if 
he intended to buy a thing worth a hundred 
pounds. Secondly, on account of the obstacles 
that may supervenc in regard to the exterior ac- 
tion, which obstacles we are unable to remove; 
for instance, a man intends to go to Rome, and 
encounters obstacles, which prevent him from 
going. On the other hand, with regard to the in- 
terior act of the will, this happens in only one 
way, because the interior acts of the will are in 
our power, though the external actions are not. 
But the will can will an object that is not pro- 
portionate to the intended end, and thus the 
will that tends to that object considered abso- 
lutely is not so good as the intention. Yet be- 
cause the intention also belongs, in a way, to 
the act of the will,—in so far, namely, as it is 
the reason for the act, therefore the quantity of 
goodness in the intention overflows upon the 
act of the will; that is to say, in so far as the 
will wills some great good for an end, although 
that by which it wills to gain so great a good ts 
not proportionate to that good. 

But if we consider the quantity in the inten- 
tion and in the act according to their respective 
intensity, then the intensity of the intention re- 
dounds upon the interior act and the exterior 
act of the will, since the intention stands in re- 
lation to them as a kind of form, as is clear 
from what was said above (Q. XII, A. 4; Q. 
xvur, A. 6). And yet considered materially, 
while the intention is intense, the interior or ex- 
terior act may be not so intense (materially 
speaking); for instance, when a man does not 
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will with as much intensity to take medicine as 
he wills to regain health. Nevertheless the very 
fact of intending health intensely, redounds, as 
a formal principle, upon the intense willing of 
medicine. 

We must observe, however, that the intensity 
of the interior or exterior act may be referred 
to the intention as its object; for instance when 
a man intends to will intensely, or to do some- 
thing intensely. And yet it does not follow that 
he wills or acts intensely, because the quantity 
of goodness in the interior or exterior act does 
not depend on the quantity of the good in- 
tended, as was shown above (A. 7). And hence 
it is that a man does not merit as much as 
he intends to merit, because the quantity of 
merit is measured by the intensity of the act, 
as we shall show later on (Q. XX, A. 43 Q. CXIV, 
A. 4). 

Reply Obj. t. This gloss speaks of good as in 
the estimation of God, Who considers princi- 
pally the intention of the end. And so another 
gloss says on the same passage that “the treas- 
ure of the heart is the intention, according to 
which God judges our works.”! For the good- 
ness of the intention, as stated above, redounds 
in a certain way upon the goodness of the will, 
which makes the eternal act also meritorious 
in God's sight. 

Reply Obj. 2. The goodness of the intention is 
not the whole cause of a good will. Hence the 
argument does not prove. 

Reply Obj. 3. The mere malice of the inten- 
tion suffices to make the wil evil; and therefore 
too, the will is as evil as the intention is evil. 
But the same reasoning does not apply to good- 
ness, as stated above. (Reply 2). 


ARTICLE 9. Whether the Goodness of the Wil 
Depends on Its Conformity to the Divine Will? 

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article: It 
would seem that the goodness of the human 
will does not depend on its conformity to the 
Divine will, 

Objection 1. Because it is impossible for 
man’s will to be conformed to the Divine will, 
as appears from the word of Isaias (55. 9): As 
the heavens are exalted above the earth, so are 
My ways exalted above your ways, and My 
thoughts above your thoughts. Ii therefore 
goodness of the will depended on its conformity 
to the Divine will, it would follow that it is im- 
possible for man’s will to be good. Which is 
inadmissible. 


1Glossa ordin., on Matt. 12.35 (Vv, 43A); also cf. Ra- 
banus Maurus, Jz Matt. Iv, on 12.35 (PL 107, 931). 
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Obj. 2. Further; just.as our wills arise from 
the Divine will, so does our knowledge flow 
from the Divine knowledge. But our knowledge 
does not require to be conformed to God’s 
knowledge, since God knows many things that 
we do not know. Therefore there is no need for 
our will to be conformed to the Divine will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the will is a principle of ac- 
tion. But our action cannot be conformed to 
God’s. Therefore neither can our wil] be con- 
formed to His. 

On the contrary, It is written (Matt. 26. 
39): Not as I will, but as Thou wilt, which 
words He said, because He wishes man to be up- 
right and to tend to God as Augustine expounds 
in the Enchiridion.| But the rectitude of the 
will is its goodness. Therefore the goodness of 
the will depends on its conformity to the Divine 
will. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 7), the 
goodness of the will depends on the intention of 
the end. Now the last end of the human will is 
the Sovereign Good, namely, God, as stated 
above (Q. 1, A. 8; Q. 111, A. 1). Therefore the 
goodness of the human will requires it to be 
ordered to the Sovereign Good, that is, to God. 

Now this Good is primarily and essentially 
related to the Divine will, as its proper object. 
Again that which is primary in any genus is the 
meéasure and rule of all that belongs to that 
genus. Moreover, everything is right and good 
in so far as it comes up to its proper measure. 
Therefore in order that man’s will be good it 
must be conformed to the Divine will. 

Reply Obj, 1. The human will cannot be con- 
formed to the will of God so as to equal it, but 
only so as to imitate it. In like manner human 
knowledge is conformed to the Divine knowl- 
edge, in so far as it knows truth. And human 
action is conformed to the Divine, in so far as 
it is right for the agent—and this is by way of 
imitation, not by way of equality. 

From the above may be gathered the replies 
to the Second and Third Objections. 


Articte 10. Whether It Is Necessary for the 
Human Will, in Order to Be Good, To Be Con- 


formed to the Divine Will, as Regards : 


the Thing Willed? 

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article: It 
seems that the human will need not always be 
conformed to the Divine will, as regards the 
thing willed. 

Objection 1. For we cannot will what we do 
not know since the good apprehended js the ob- 

1 Enorr. in Psalm, Ps. 32.1 (PL 36. 278). 
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ject of the will. But in many things we-do nat 
know what God wills. Therefore the human will 
cannot be conformed to the Divine will as to 
the thing willed. 

Obj. 2. Further, God wills to damn the man 
whom He foresees about to die in mortal sin. Lf 
therefore man were bound to conform his will 
to the Divine will in the point of the thing 
willed, it would follow that a man is bound to 
will his own damnation. Which is inadmissible, 

Obj. 3. Further, no one is bound to will what 
is against filial piety. But if man were to will 
what God wills, this would sometimes be con- 
trary to filial piety, for instance, when God wills 
the death of a father. If his son were to will it 
also, it would be against filial piety. Therefore 
man is not bound to conform his will to the 
Divine will, as to the thing willed. 

On the contrary, (1) On Ps. 32. 1, Praise be- 
cometh the upright, a gloss says: “That man has 
an upright heart, who wills what God wills.”? 
But everyone is bound to have an upright heart. 
Therefore everyone is bound to will what God 
wills. 

(2) Moreover, the will takes its form from 
the object, as does every act. If therefore man 
is bound to conform his will to the Divine will, 
it follows that he is bound to conform it as to 
the thing willed. 

(3) Moreover, opposition of wills arises from 
men willing different things. But whoever has 
a will in opposition to the Divine will, has an 
evil will. Therefore whoever does not conform 
his will to the Divine will, as to the thing 
willed, has an evil will. 

I answer that, As is evident from what has 
been sald above (AA. 3, 5), the will tends to its 

, object according as it is proposed by the reason. 
Now a thing may be considered in various ways 
by the reason, so as to appear good from one 
point of view, and not good from another point 
of view. And therefore :f{ a man’s will wills a 
thing to be, according as it appears to be good, 
his will is good; and the will of another man, 
who wills that thing not to be, according as it 
appears evil, is also good. Thus a judge has a 
good will, in willing a thief to be put to death, 
because this is just; while the will of another 
for example, the thief’s wife or son, who wishes 
him not to be put to death, in so far as killing 
is a natural evil, is also good. 

Now since the will follows the apprehension 
of the reason or intellect, the more universal 
the aspect of the apprehended good, the more 


2Glossa ordin. (111, 130A); Glossa Lombardi (PL rox, 
325); Augustine, Enarr. in Psalm, Ps. 32.1 (PL 36, 277). 
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universal the good to which the will tends. This 
is evident in the example given above, because 
the judge has care of the common good, which 
is justice, and therefore he wishes the thief's 
death, which has the aspect of good in rela- 
tion to the common estate: but the thief’s wife 
has to consider the private good of the family, 
and from this point of view she wishes her 
husband, the thief, not to be put to death. 
Now the good of the whole universe is that 
which is apprehended by God, Who is the 
Maker and Governor of all things. Hence what- 
ever He wills, He wills it under the aspect of 
the common good; this is His own Goodness, 
which is the good of the whole universe. On the 
other hand, the apprehension of a creature, ac- 
cording to its nature, is of some particular 
good, proportionate to that nature. Now a thing 
may happen to be good under a particular 
aspect, and yet not good under a universal as- 
pect, or vice verse, as stated above. And there- 
fore it comes to pass that a certain will is good 
from willing something considered under a par- 
ticular aspect, which nevertheless God does not 
will, under a universal aspect, and vice versa. 
And hence too it is that various wills of various 
men can be good in respect of opposite things, 
according as, under various aspects, they wish 
a particular thing to be or not to be. 

But a man’s will is not right in willing a par- 
ticular good unless he refer it to the common 
good as an end, since even the natural appetite 
of each part is ordered to the common good 
of the whole. Now it is the end that supplies 
the formal reason, as it were, of willing what- 
ever is directed to the end. Consequently, in 
order that a man will some particular good with 
a right will, he must will that particular good 
materially, and the Divine and universal good 
formally. Therefore the human will is bound 
to be conformed to the Divine will as to that 
which is willed formally. for it is bound to will 
the Divine and universal good; but not as to 
that which is willed materially, for the reason 
given above. 

At the same time in both these respects, the 
human will is conformed to the Divine, in a 
certain degree. Because in so far as it is con- 
formed to the Divine will in the common aspect 
of the thing willed, it is conformed to it in the 
point of the last end. While, in so far as it is 
not conformed to the Divine will in the thing 
willed materially, it is conformed to that will 
considered as efficient cause, since the proper 
inclination consequent to nature, or to the par- 
ticular apprehension of some particular thing, 
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comes to a thing from God as its efficient cause. 
Hence it is customary to say that a man’s will, 
in this respect, is conformed to the Divine 
will, because it wills what God wishes him 
to will, 

There is yet another kind of conformity in 
respect of the formal cause, consisting in man’s 
willing something from charity, as God wills 
it. And this conformity is also reduced to 
the formal conformity, that is in respect of 
the last end, which is the proper object of 
charity. 

Reply Obj. 1. We can know in a general way 
what God wills. For we know that whatever 
God wills, He wills it under the aspect of good. 
Consequently whoever wills a thing under any 
aspect of good, has a will conformed to the 
Divine will, as to the character of the thing 
willed. But we do not know what God wills in 
particular, and in this respect we are not bound 
to conform our will to the Divine will. 

But in the state of glory, every one will see 
in each thing that he wills the relation of that 
thing to what God wills in that particular 
matter. Consequently he will conform his will 
to God in all things not only formally, but also 
materially. 

Reply 06). 2. God does not will the damna- 
tion of a man under that aspect, nor a man’s 
death under that aspect because, He wills all 
men to be saved (I Tim. 2. 4), but He wills 
such things under the aspect of justice. There- 
fore in regard to such things it suffices for man 
to will the upholding of God’s justice and of 
the natural order. 

From this the reply to the Third Cbjection is 
evident. 

To the first argument advanced in a con- 
trary sense, it should be said that a man who 
conforms his will to God’s as far as the reason 
of the thing willed is concerned, wills what God 
wills more than the man who conforms his will 
to God’s, in the point of the very thing willed; 
because the will tends more to the end than to 
that which is on account of the end. 

To the second, it must he replied that the 
species and form of an act are taken from the 
object considered formally rather than from 
the object considered materially. 

To the third, it must be said that there is no 
opposition of wills when several people desire 
different things, but not under the same aspect. 
But there is opposition of wills, when under one 
and the same aspect, one man wills a thing 
which another wills not. But there is no ques- 
tion of this here. 
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QUESTION XX 


OF GOODNESS AND MALICE IN 
EXTERNAL HUMAN ACTIONS 


(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider goodness and malice as 
to external actions, under which point there are 
six points of inquiry: (1) Whether goodness 
and malice is first in the act of the will or in the 
external action? (2) Whether the whole good- 
ness or malice of the external action depends on 
the goodness of the will? (3) Whether the 
goodness and malice of the interior act are the 
same as those of the external action? (4) 
Whether the external action adds any goodness 
or malice to that of the interior act? (5) 
Whether the consequences of an external action 
increase its goodness or malice? (6) Whether 
one and the same external action can be both 
good and evil? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Goodness or Malice 
Is First in the Act of the Will, or 
in the Eternal Action? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that good and evil are in the external ac- 
tion prior to being in the act of the will. 

Objection 1. For the will derives goodness 
from its object, as stated above (Q. XIX, AA. 1, 
2). But the external action is the object of the 
interior act of the will; for a man is said to will 
to commit a theft, or to will to give an alms. 
Therefore good and evil are in the external ac- 
tion, prior to being in the act of the will. 

Obj. 2. Further, good belongs first to the end, 
since what is directed to the end receives the 
aspect of good from its relation to the end 
Now while the act of the will cannot be an end, 
as stated above (qQ. I, A. 1. Reply 2), the act of 
another power can be an end. Therefore good 
is in the act of some other power prior to being 
in the act of the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the act of the will is related 
to the external action as its form, as stated 
above (Q. XVIII, A. 6). But that which is formal 
is subsequent, since form comes to matter. 
Therefore good and evil are in the external 
action prior to being in the act of the will. : 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. 
i, 9)! that “it is by the will that we sin, and that 
we live rightly.” Therefore moral good and evil 
are first in the will. 

I answer that, External actions may be said 
to be good or bad in two ways. First, in regard 
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to their genus, and the circumstances connected 
with them; thus the giving of alms, if the re- 
quired conditions be observed, is said to be 
good. Secondly, a thing is said to be good or 
evil from its relation to the end; thus the giving 
of alms for vainglory is said to be evil. Now, 
since the end is the will’s proper object, it is 
evident that this aspect of good or evil which 
the external action derives from its relation to 
the end is to be found first of all in the act of 
the will, and from there it passes to the external 
action. On the other hand, the goodness or 
malice which the external action has of itself, 
on account of its being about due matter and its 
being attended by due circumstances, is not de- 
rived from the will, but rather from the reason. 
Consequently, if we consider the goodness of 
the external action in so far as it comes from 
reason’s ordering and apprehension, it is prior 
to the goodness of the act of the will. But if 
we consider it in so far as it is in the execution 
of the action done, it is subsequent to the good- 
ness of the will, which is its principle. 

Reply Obj. 1. The exterior action is the ob- 
ject of the will in so far as it is proposed to the 
will by the reason, as a good apprehended and 
ordered by the reason; and thus it is prior to 
the good in the act of the will. But in so far as 
it is found in the execution of the action, it is an 
effect of the will, and is subsequent to the will. 

Reply Obj. 2. The end precedes in the order 
of intention, but follows in the order of execu- 
tion. 

Reply Obj. 3. A form as received into matter 
is subsequent to matter in the order of genera- 
tion, although it precedes it in the order of na- 
ture. But according as it is in the active cause, 
it precedes in every way. Now the will is re- 
lated to the exterior action as its efficient cause. 
And so the goodness of the act of the will, as 
existing in the active cause, is the form of the 
exterior action. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Whole Goodness and 
Malice of the External Action Depend 
on the Goodness of the Will? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that the whole goodness and malice 
of the external action depend on the goodness 
of the will. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Matt. 7. 18): 
A good tree cannot bring forth evi fruit, neither 
can an evil tree bring forth good fruit. But, ac- 
cording to the gloss,” the tree signifies the will, 


2Glossa ordin., on Matt. 7.18 (v, 29B); Augustine, 
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and fruit signifies works. Therefore, it is im- 
possible for the interior act of the will to be 
good, and the external action evil, or vice versa. 

O6j. 2. Further, Augustine says (Retract. i, 
g)' that there is no sin without the will. If 
therefore there is no sin in the will, there will be 
none in the external action. And so the whole 
goodness or malice of the extérnal action de- 
pends on the will. 

Obj. 3. Further, the good and evil of which 
we are speaking now are differences of the moral 
act. Now differences make an essential division 
in a genus, according to the Philosopher.? Since 
therefore an act is moral from being voluntary, 
it seems that goodness and malice in an act are 
derived from the will alone. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra 
Mendac. vii)? that “there are some actions 
which neither a good end nor a good will can 
make good.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), we 
may consider a twofold goodness or malice in 
the external action: one in respect of due mat- 
ter and circumstances; the other in respect of 
the order to the end And the goodness which is 
in respect of the order to the end depends en- 
tirely on the will. But the goodness which 1s in 
respect of due matter or circumstances depends 
on the reason, and on this goodness depends the 
goodness of the will, in so far as the will tends 
towards it. 

Now it must be observed, as was noted above 
(Qo. xx, A. 6. Reply 1), that for a thing to be 
evil, one single defect suffices. But for it to be 
good absolutely, it is not enough for it to be 
good in one point only, it must be good in every 
respect. If therefore the will be good both from 
its proper object and from its end, it follows 
that the external action is good. But if the will 
be good from its intention of the end, this is not 
enough to make the external action good; and if 
the will be evil either by reason of its intention 
of the end, or by reason of the act willed, it 
follows that the external action is evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. If the good tree be taken to 
signify the good will, it must be in so far as the 
will derives goodness from the act willed and 
from the end intended. 

Reply Obj. 2. A man sins by his will not only 
when he wills an evil end, but also when he wills 
an evil act. 

Reply Obj. 3. Voluntariness applies not only 
to the interior act of the will, but also to ex- 
ternal actions, according as they proceed from 

1 PL 32, 596. 
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the will andthe reason. Consequently the differ- 
ence of good and evil is applicable to both the 
interior and external act. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Goodness and Malice 
of the External Action Are the Same 
As Those of the Interior Act? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the goodness and malice of the 
interior act of the will are not the same as those 
of the external action. 

Objection 1. For the principle of the interior 
act is the interior apprehensive or appetitive 
power of the soul, while the principle of the ex- 
ternal action is the power that accomplishes the 
movement. Now where the principles of action 
are different, the actions themselves are differ- 
ent. Moreover, it is the action which is the sub- 
ject of goodness or malice, and the same acci- 
dent cannot be in different subjects. Therefore 
the goodness of the interior act cannot be the 
same as that of the external action. 

Obj. 2. Further, ‘‘A virtue makes that which 
has it good, and renders its action good also.’ 
But the intellectual virtue in the commanding 
power is distinct from the moral virtue in the 
power commanded, as is declared in the Ethics.5 
Therefore the goodness of the interior act, 
which belongs to the commanding power, is dis- 
tinct from the goodness of the external action, 
which belongs to the power commanded. 

Obj. 3. Further, the same thing cannot be 
cause and effect, since nothing is its own cause. 
But the goodness of the interior act is the cause 
of the goodness of the external action, or vice 
versa, as stated above (AA. 1, 2). Therefore it 
is not the same goodness in each. 

On the contrary, It was shown above (a. 
Xvi, A. 6) that the act of the will is the form, 
as it were, of the external action. Now that 
which results from the material and formal cle- 
ment is one thing. Therefore there is but one 
goodness of the internal and external act. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XVII, A. 
4), the interior act of the will, and the external 
action. considered morally, are one act. Now it 
happens sometimes that one and the same in- 
dividual act has several aspects of goodness or 
malice, and sometimes that it has but one. 
Hence we must say that sometimes the good- 
ness of the interior act is the same as that of 
the external action. and sometimes not. For as 
we have already said (AA. 1, 2), these two good- 
nesses or malices, of the internal and external 
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acts, are ordered to one another. Now it may 
happen, in things that are ordered to something 
else, that a thing is good merely from being or- 
dered to another; thus a bitter draught is good 
merely because it procures health. Therefore 
there are not two goodnesses, one the goodness 
of health, and the other the goodness of the 
draught, but one and the same. On the other 
hand it happens sometimes that that which is 
ordered to another has some aspect of goodness 
in itself, besides the fact of its being ordered to 
some other good; thus a palatable medicine can 
be considered in the light of a pleasurable good, 
besides of being conducive to health. 

We must therefore say that when the external 
action derives goodness or malice from its rela- 
tion to the end only, then there is but one and 
the same goodness of the act of the will which 
of itself regards the end and of the external ac- 
tion, which regards the end through the medium 
of the act of the will. But when the external 
action has goodness or malice of itself, that is, 
in regard to its matter and circumstances, then 
the goodness of the external action is distinct 
from that goodness of the will which is taken 
from the end; yet so that the goodness of the 
end passes into the external action, and the 
goodness of the matter and circumstances 
passes into the act of the will, as stated above 
(AA. I, 2). 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument proves that the 
internal and external actions are different in 
the natural order; yet distinct as they are in 
that respect, they combine to form one thing 
in the moral order, as stated above (Q. xvur, 
A. 4). 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated in the Ethics,’ a 
moral virtue is ordered to the act of that virtue, 
which act is the end, as it were, of that virtue; 
but prudence, which is in the reason, is ordered 
to things directed to the end. For this reason 
different virtues are necessary. But right reason 
in regard to the very end of a virtue has no 
other gogdness than the goodness of that virtue, 
in so far as the goodness of the reason is partici- 
pated in each virtue. 

Reply Obj. 3. When a thing is derived by one 
thing from another, as from a univocal agent 
cause, then it is not the same in both; thus 
when a hot thing heats, the heat of the thing 
heating is distinct from the heat of the thing 
heated, although it is the same specifically. But 
when a thing is derived by one thing from an- 
other according to analogy or proportion, then 
it is one and the same in both; thus the healthi- 
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hess which is ‘in medicine or urine is derived 
from the healthiness of the animal’s body; nor 
is health as applied to urine and medicine, ‘dis- 
tinct from health as applied to the body of an 
animal, of which health medicine is the cause, 
and urine the sign. It is in this way that the. 
goodness of the external action is derived from 
the goodness of the will, and vice versa; 
namely, according to the order of one to the 
other. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the External Action 
Adds Any Goodness or Malice to 
That of the Interior Act? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that the external action does not 
add any goodness or malice to that of the in- 
terior action. 

Objection 1. For Chrysostom says (Hom. xix 
in Matt.) :? “It is the will that is rewarded for 
doing good, or punished for doing evil.” Now 
works are the witnesses of the will. Therefore 
God seeks for works not on His own account, in 
order to know how to judge, but for the sake of 
others, that all may understand how just He is. 
But good or evil is to be estimated according to 
God’s judgment rather than according to the 
judgment of man. Therefore the external action 
adds no goodness or malice to that of the in- 
terior act. 

Obj 2. Further, the goodness and malice of 
the interior and external acts are one and the 
same, as stated above (A. 3). But increase is the 
addition of one thing to another. Therefore the 
external action does not add to the goodness or 
malice of the interior act. 

Obj. 3. Further, the entire goodness of cre- 
ated things does not add to the Divine Good- 
ness, because it is entirely derived from it. But 
sometimes the entire goodness of the exter- 
nal action is derived from the goodness of the 
interior act, and sometimes conversely, as 
stated above (AA. 1, 2). Therefore neither of 
them adds to the goodness or malice of the 
other. 

On the contrary, Every agent intends to at- 
tain good and avoid evil. If therefore by the ex- 
ternal action no further goodness or malice is 
added, it is to no purpose that he who has a good 
or an evil will does a good deed or refrains 
from an ev)] deed. Which is unreasonable. 

I answer that, If we speak of the goodness 
which the external action derives from the will 
tending to the end, then the external action 
adds nothing to this goodness, unless it happen 
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that the will in itself is made better in good 
things, or worse in evil things. This, it seems, 
may happen in three ways. First in point of 
number. If, for instance, a man wishes to do 
something with a good or an evil end in view, 
and does not do it then, but afterwards wills 
and does it, the act of his will is doubled, and a 
double good, or a double evil is the result. Sec- 
ondly, in point of extension. If, for instance, a 
man wishes to do something for a good or an 
evil end, and is hindered by some obstacle, 
while another man perseveres in the movement 
of the will until he accomplish it in deed, it is 
evident that the will of the latter is more last- 
ing in good or evil, and, in this respect, is better 
or worse. Thirdly, in point of intensity. For 
there are certain external actions, which, in so 
far as they are pleasurable or painful, are such 
as naturally to make the will more intense or 
more remiss. And it is evident that the more in- 
tensely the will tends to good or evil, the better 
or worse it is. 

On the other hand, if we speak of the goad- 
ness which the external action derives from its 
matter and due circumstances, thus it stands in 
relation to the will as its term and end. And in 
this way it adds to the goodness or malice of 
the will, because every inclination or movement 
is perfected by attaining its end or reaching its 
term. Therefore the will is not perfect, unless it 
be such that, given the opportunity, it realizes 
the operation. But if this prove impossible, as 
long as the will is perfect, so as to realize the 
operation if it could, the lack of perfection de- 
rived from the external action, is involuntary 
absolutely.. Now just as the involuntary de- 
serves neither punishment nor reward in the ac- 
complishment of good or evil deeds, so neither 
does it lessen reward or punishment if a man 
through absolute involuntariness fail to do good 
or evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Chrysostom is speaking of the 
case where a man’s will is complete, and does 
not refrain from the deed save through the im- 
possibility of achievement. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument applies to that 
goodness which the external action derives from 
the will as tending to the end. But the goodness 
which the external action takes from its matter 
and circumstances is distinct from that which it 
derives from the end; but it is not distinct from 
that which it has from the very act willed, to 
which it stands in the relation of measure and 
cause, as stated above (AA. I, 2). 

From this the reply to the Third Objection is 

evident. 
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Article 5. Whether the Consequences of the 
External Action Increase Its Goodness 
or Malice? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article> It 
would seem that the consequences of the exter- 
nal action increase its goodness or malice. 

Objection 1. For the effect pre-exists virtually 
in its cause. But the consequences result from 
the action as an effect from its cause. Therefore 
they pre-exist virtually in actions. Now a thing 
is judged to be good or bad according to its vir- 
tue, since ‘“‘a virtue makes that which has it to 
be good.”’ Therefore the consequences increase 
the goodness or malice of an action. 

Obj. 2. Further, the good actions of his hear- 
ers are consequences resulting from the words 
of a preacher, But such goods as these redound 
to the merit of the preacher, as is evident from 
Phil. 4.1: My dearly beloved brethren, my joy 
and my crown. Therefore the consequences of 
an action increase its goodness or malice. 

Obj. 3. Further, punishment is not increased, 
unless the fault increases, and so it is written 
(Deut. 25. 2): According to the measure of the 
sin shall the measure also of the stripes be. But 
the punishment is increased on account of the 
consequences; for it is written (Exod. 21. 29): 
But if the ox was wont to push with his horn 
yesterday and the day before, and they warned 
his master, and he did not shut him up, and he 
shall kill a man or a woman, then the ox shall be 
stoned, and his owner also shall be put to death. 
But he would not have been put to death if the 
ox, although he had not been shut up, had not 
killed a man. Therefore the consequences in- 
crease the goodness or malice of an action. 

Obj. 4. Further, if a man do something which 
may cause death, by striking, or by sentencing, 
and if death does not ensue, he does not con- 
tract irregularity ;* but he would if death were 
to ensue. Therefore the consequences of an ac- 
tion increase its goodness or malice. 

On the contrary, The consequences do not 
make an action that was evil to be good, nor 
one that was good to be evil. For instance, if a 
man give an alms to a poor man who makes bad 
use of the alms by committing a sin, this does 
not undo the good done by the giver; and, in 
like manner, if a man bear patiently a wrong 
done to him, the wrongdoer is not on that ac- 
count excused. Therefore the consequences of 
an action do not increase its anne or mialice. 


1 Ethics, 11, 6 (110615). 
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I answer that, The consequences of an action 
are either foreseen or not. If they are foreseen, 
it is evident that they increase the goodness or 
malice. For when a man foresees that many 
evils may follow from his action, and yet does 
not therefore desist from it, this shows his will 
to be all the more inordinate. 

But if the consequences are not foreseen, we 
must make a distinction. Because if they follow 
from the nature of the action, and in the ma- 
jority of cases, in this respect, the consequences 
increase the goodness or malice of that action; 
for it is evident that an action is better in kind, 
if better results can follow from it, and worse, 
if it is of a nature to produce worse results. On 
the other hand, if the consequences follow by 
accident and seldom, then they do not increase 
the goodness or malice of the action, because 
we do not judge of a thing according to that 
which belongs to it by accident, but only accord- 
ing to that which belongs to it of itself. 

Reply Obj. 1. The virtue of a cause is meas- 
ured by the effect that flows from the nature of 
the cause, not by that which results by acci- 
dent. 

Reply Obj. 2. The good actions done by the 
hearers result from the preacher’s words as an 
effect that flows from their very nature. Hence 
they redound to the merit of the preacher and, 
especially when such is his intention. 

Reply Obj. 3. The consequences for which 
that man is ordered to be punished, both follow 
from the nature of the cause, and are supposed 
to be foreseen. For this reason they are consid- 
ered as punishable, 

Reply Obj. 4. This argument would prove if 
irregularity were the result of the fault. But it 
is not the result of the fault, but of the fact, 
and of the obstacle to the reception of a sacra- 
ment. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether One and the Same External 
Action Can Be Both Good and Evil? : 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It’ 


would seem that one and the same external ac- 
tion can be both good and evil. 

Objection 1. For “movement, if continuous, 
is one and the same.’ But one-«continuous 
movement can be both good and bad; for in- 
stance, a man may go to Church continuously, 
intending at first vainglory, and afterwards the 
service of God. Therefore one and the same ac- 
tion can be both good and evil. : 

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philoso- 
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pher,? “action and passion are one act.” But the 
passion may be good, as Christ’s was, and the 
action evil, as that of the Jews. Therefore one 
and the same act can be both good and evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, since a servant is an instru- 
ment, as it were, of his master, the servant’s ac- 
tion is his master’s, just as the action of a tool 
is the workman’s action. But it may happen that 
the servant’s action result from his master’s 
good will, and is therefore good, and from the 
evil will of the servant, and is therefore evil. 
Therefore the same action can be both good and 
evil. . 

On the contrary, The same thing cannot b 
the subject of contraries. But good and evil are 
contraries, Therefore the same action cannot be 
both good and evil. 

I answer that, Nothing hinders a thing from 
being one in so far as it is in one genus, and man- 
ifold in so far as it is referred to another genus. 
Thus a continuous surface is one, considered as 
in the genus of quantity; and yet it is manifold, 
considered as to the genus of colour, if it be 
partly white and partly black. And accordingly, 
nothing hinders an action from being one, con- 
sidered in the natural order, which nevertheless, 
is not one, considered in the moral order, and 
vice versa, as we have stated above (Q. XVIII, 
A. 7. Reply 1). For continuous walking is one ac- 
tion, considered in the natural order, but it may 
resolve itself into many actions, considered in 
the moral order, if a change take place in the 


_walker’s will, for the will is the principle of 


moral actions. If therefore we consider an ac- 
tion in the moral order, it is impossible for it to 
be morally both good and evil. But if it be one 
as to natural and not mcral unity, it can be both 
good and evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. This continual movement 
which proceeds from various intentions, al- 
though it is one in the natural order, is not one 
in the point of moral unity. 

Reply 067. 2, Action and passion belong to 
the mora] order, in so far as they are voluntary. 
And therefore in so far as they are voluntary in 
respect of wills that differ, they are two distinct 
things, and good can be in one of them, while 
evil is in the other. 

Reply Obj. 3. The action of the servant, in so 
far as it proceeds from the will of the servant, 
is not the master’s action, but only in so far as 
it proceeds from the master’s command. And so 
the evil will of the servant does not make the 
action evil in this respect. 
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QUESTION XXI 


OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF HUMAN 
ACTIONS BY REASON OF THEIR GOODNESS 
AND MALICE 


(In Four Articles) 


WE have now to consider the consequences of 
human actions by reason of their goodness and 
malice, and under this head there are four points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether a human action is right 
or sinful by reason of its being good or evil? (2) 
Whether it thus deserves praise or blame? (3) 
Whether accordingly, it is meritorious or de- 
meritorious? (4) Whether it is accordingly mer- 
itorious or demeritorious before God? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether a Human Action Is 
Right or Sinful, in so Far 
as It Is Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that a human action is not right or sinful, in so 
far as it is good or evil. 

Objection 1, For “monsters are the sins of na- 
ture.”? But monsters are not actions, but things 
engendered outside the order of nature. Now 
things that are produced according to art and 
reason imitate those that are produced accord- 
ing to nature.? Therefure an action is not sinful 
by reason of its being disordered and evil. 

Obj, 2. Further, sin, as stated in the Physics, 
occurs in nature and art, when the end intended 
by nature or art is not attained. But the good- 
ness or malice of a human action depends, be- 
fore all, on the intention of the end, and on its 
achievement. Therefore it seems that the malice 
of an action does not make it sinful. 

Obj. 3. Further, if the malice of an action 
makes it sinful, it follows that wherever there is 
evil, there is sin. But this is false, since punish- 
ment is not a sin, although it is an evil. There- 
fore an action is not sinful by reason of its being 
evil. 

On the contrary, As shown above (Q. XIX, A. 
4), the goodness of a human action depends 
principally on the Eternal Law, and consequent- 
ly its malice consists in its being in disaccord 
with the Eternal Law. But this is the very nature 
of sin; for Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii)‘ 
that “sin is a word, deed, or desire, in opposition 
to the Eternal Law.” Therefore a human action 
is sinful by reason of its being evil. 

1 Aristotle, Physics, 11, 8 (199%4). 
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I answer that, Evil is more comprehensive 
than sin, as also is good than right, For every 
privation of good, in whatever subject, is an 
evil; but sin consists properly in an action done 
for a certain end, and lacking due order to that 
end. Now the due order to an end is measured 
by some rule. In things that act according to 
nature, this rule is the natural power that in- 
clines them to that end. When therefore an ac- 
tion proceeds from a natural power, in accord 
with the natural inclination to an end, then the 
action is said to be right, since the means does 
not exceed its limits, that is, the action does not 
swerve from the order of its active principle to 
the end. But when an action strays from this 
rightness, it comes under the notion of sin. 

Now in those things that are done by the will, 
the proximate rule is the human reason, while 
the supreme rule is the Eternal Law. When, 
therefore, a human action tends to the end, ac- 
cording to the order of reason and of the Eter- 
nal Law, then that action is right; but when it 
turns aside from that rightness, then it is said to 
be a sin. Now it is evident from what has been 
said (Q. XIX, AA. 3, 4) that every voluntary ac- 
tion that turns aside from the order of reason 
and of the Eternal Law, is evil, and that every 
good action is in accord with reason and the 
Eternal Law. Hence it follows that a human ac- 
tion is right or sinful by reason of its being good 
or evil, 

Reply Obj. 1. Monsters are called sins in so 
far as they result from a sin in nature’s action. 

Reply Qbj. 2. The end is twofold; the last 
end, and the proximate end. In the sin of nature, 
the action does indeed fail in respect of the last 
end, which is the perfection of the thing gen- 
erated; but it does not fail in respect of any 
proximate end whatever, since when nature: 
works it forms something. In like manner. the 
sin of the will always fails as regards the last 
end intended, because no voluntary evil action 
can be ordered to happiness, which is the last 
end; and yet it does not fail in respect of some 
proximate end, which is intended and achieved 
by the will. Therefore also, since the very inten- 
tion of this end is ordered to the last end, this 
same intentton may be right or sinful. 

Reply Obj. 3. Each thing is ordered to its end 
by its action, and therefore sin, which consists 
in straying from the order to the end, consists 
properly in an action. On the other hand, pun- 
ishment regards the person of the sinner, as was 
stated in the First Part (Q. XLVI, A. 5. Reply 


4; A. 6. Reply 3). 


718 


Article 2. Whether a Human Action Deserves 
Prdise or Blame, by Reason of Its Being 
Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that a human action does not de- 
serve praise or blame by reason of its being 
good or evil. 

Objection 1. For “sin happens even in things 
done by nature.”' And yet natural things are 
not deserving of praise or blame.? Therefore a 
human action does not deserve blame by reason 
of its being evil or sinful; and, consequently, 
neither does it deserve praise by reason of its 
being good. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as sin occurs in moral 
actions, so does it happen in the productions of 
art, because as stated in the PAysics,® “it is a 
sin in a grammarian to write badly, and in a 
doctor to give the wrong medicine.” But the 
artist is not blamed for making something bad, 
because the artist’s work is such that he can 
produce a good or a bad thing, just as he wishes. 
Therefore it seems that neither is there any 
reason for blaming a moral action in the fact 
that it is evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)‘ that “evil is weak and powerless.” But 
weakness or inability either takes away or di- 
minishes guilt. Therefore a human action does 
not incur guilt from being evil. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says* that 
virtuous deeds deserve praise, while deeds that 
are opposed to virtue deserve censure and 
blame. But good actions are virtuous, because 
“virtue makes that which has it good, and 
makes its operation good” as stated in the 
Ethics.5 And so actions opposed to virtue are 
evil. Therefore a human action deserves praise 
or blame through being good or evil. 

I answer that, Just as evil is more compre- 
hensive than sin, so is sin more comprehensive 
than blame (culpa). For an action is said to- 


deserve praise or blame from its being imputed" 


to the agent; for to praise or to blame means 
nothing else than to impute to someone the 
malice or goodness of his action. Now an action 
is imputed to an agent when it is in his power, 
so that he has dominion over it. And this is the 
case in all voluntary acts, because it is through 


1 Aristotle, PAysies, 1, 8 (199%35). 
2 Aristotle, Ethics, 11, § (1144%23). 
§ Aristotle, 1, 8 (19933). 
4 Sect. 317 (PG 3. 732). 
8 Virtues and Vices, 1 (1249%28); cf. Ethics, 1, 1 (1109 
bar); rv, 5 (112754). 
6 Aristotle, u, 6 (110615). 
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his will that man has dominion over his actions, 
as was made clear above’ (Q. I, AA. I, 2). Hence 
it follows that good or evil, in voluntary actions 
alone, renders them worthy of praise or blame; 
and in actions of this kind, evil, sin and guilt 
are one and the same thing. 

Reply Obj. 1. Natural actions are not in the 
power of the natural agent, since the action of 
nature is determined to one thing. And, there- 
fore, although there be sin in natural actions, 
there is no blame. 

Reply Obj]. 2. Reason stands in different rela- 
tions to the productions of art and to moral ac- 
tions. In matters of art, reason is directed to a 
particular end, which is something devised by 
reason, while in moral matters, it is directed to 
the general end of all human life. Now a par- 
ticular end is ordered to the general end. Since 
therefore sin is a departure from the order to 
the end, as stated above (A. 1), sin may occur in 
two ways In a production of art. First. by a de- 
parture from the particular end intended by the 
artist, and this sin will be proper to the art; 
for instance. if an artist produce a bad thing 
while intending to produce something good, or 
produce something good while intending to pro- 
duce something bad. Secondly, by a departure 
from the general end of human life, and then he 
will be said to sin if he intend to produce a bad 
work, and does so in effect, so that another is 
thus deceived. But this sin is not proper to the 
artist as such, but as a man. Consequently for 
the former sin the artist is blamed as an artist 
while for the latter he is blamed as a man. On 
the other hand, in moral matters, where we take 
into consideration the order of reason to the 
general end of human !}fe, sin and evil are al- 
ways due to a departure from the order of rea- 
son to the general end of human life. Therefore 
man is blamed for such a sin both as man and as 
a moral being. Hence the Philosopher says’ that 
“in art, he who sins voluntarily is preferable”; 
but in prudence, as in the moral virtues, which 
prudence directs, he is less preferable. 

Reply Obj. 3. Weakness that occurs in volun- 
tary evils is subject to man’s power, and so it 
neither takes away nor diminishes guilt. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether a Human Action Is 
Meritorious or Demeritorious, In 
So Far As It Is Good or Evil? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that a human action‘is not meri- 
torious or demeritorious on account of its good- 
ness or malice. 

1 Ethics, vi, § (1140°22). 
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Objéciton-1, For we speak af merit or demerit 
in ‘relation to retribution, which has no place 
gave in matters relating to another person. ‘But 
good or evil actions are not all related to an- 
other person, for some are related to the person 
of the agent. Therefore not every good or evil 
human action is meritorious or demeritorious. 

Obj. 2. Further, no one deserves punishment 
or reward for doing as he chooses with that of 
which he is master; thus if a man destroys what 
belongs to him, he is not punished, as if he had 
destroyed what belongs to another. But man is 
master of his own actions. Therefore a man 
does not merit punishment or reward through 
putting his action to a good or evil purpose. 

Obj. 3. Further, if a man acquire some good 
for himself, he does not on that account deserve 
to be benefited by another man, and the same 
applies to evil. Now a good action is itself a 
kind of good and perfection of the agent, while 
a disordered action is his evil. Therefore a man 
does not merit or demerit from the fact that he 
does a good or an evil deed. 

On the contrary, It is written (Isa. 3. 10, 11): 
Say to the just man that it is well; for he shall 
eat the fruit of his doings. Wo to the wicked 
unto evil; for the reward of his hands shall be 
given him. 

I answer that, We speak of merit and demerit 
in relation to retribution rendered according to 
justice. Now, retribution according to justice is 
rendered to a man by reason of his having done 
something to another’s advantage or hurt. It 
must, moreover, be observed that every individ- 
ual member living in a society is, in a way, a 
part and member of the whole society. There- 
fore, any good or evil done to the member of a 
society, redounds on the whole society; thus, 
who hurts the hand. hurts the man. When, 
therefore. anyone does good or evil to another 
individual, there is a twofold measure of merit 
or demerit in his action: first, in respect of the 
retribution owed to him by the individual to 
whom he has done good or harm; secondly, in re- 
spect of the retribution owed to him by the 
whole of society. Now when a man orders his 
action directly for the good or evil of the whole 
society, retribution is owed to him, before and 
above all, by the whole society; secondarily, by 
all the parts of society. But when a man does 
that which conduces to his own benefit or dis- 
advantage, then again is retribution owed to 
him, in so far as this too affects the community, 
according as he is a part of society, although 
retribution is not due to him, in so far as it con- 
duces to the good or harm of an individual, who 


rg 
is identical with the agent; unless, perhaps, he 


owe retribution to hiraself, by a sort of, re- 


semblance, in so far as man is said.to be just to 
himself. 

It is therefore evident that a good or evil ac- 
tion deserves praise or blame, in so far as it is 
in the power of the will; that it is right or sinful, 
according as it is ordered to the end; and that 
its merit or demerit depends on the recompense 
for justice or injustice towards another. 

Reply Obj. 1. Sometimes a man’s good or evil 
actions, although not ordered to the good or evil 
of another individual, are nevertheless ordered 
to the good or evil of that other which is the 
community. 

Reply 06}. 2. Man is master of his actions; 
and yet, in so far as he belongs to another, that 
is, the community, of which he forms part, he 
merits or demerits, in so far as he disposes his 
actions well or ill: just as if he were to dispense 
well or ill other belongings of his in respect of 
which he is bound to serve the community. 

Reply 0b}. 3. This very good or evil which a 
man does to himself by his action redounds to 
the community, as stated above. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether a Human Action Is 
Meritorious or Demeritorious before God, 
According as It Is Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that man’s actions, good or evil. are 
not meritorious or demeritorious in the sight of 
God. 

Objection 1. Because, as stated above (A. 3), 
merit and demerit imply relation to retribution 
for good or harm done to another. But a man's 
action, good or evil, does no good or hatm to 
God; for it is written (Job 35.6, 7): Jf thou sin, 
what shalt thou hurt Him? ... And if thou do 
justly, what shalt thou give Him? Therefore a 
human action, good or evil, is not meritorious 
or demeritorious in the sight of God. 

Obj. 2. Further, an instrument acquires no 
merit or demerit in the sight of him that uses it, 
because the entire action of the instrument be- 
longs to the user. Now when man acts he is the 
instrument af the Divine power which is the 
principal cause of his action; hence it is written 
(Isa. 10. 15): Shall the axe boast itself against 
him that cutteth with it? Or shall the saw 
exalt itself against him by whom it is drawn? 
where man while acting is evidently compared 
to an instrument. Therefore man merits or 
demerits nothing in God’s sight, by good or evil 
deeds. 

Obj. 3. Further, a human action acquires 
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merit or demerit through being ordered to 
someone else. But not ali human actions are or- 
dered to God. Therefore not every good or evil 
action acquires merit or demerit in God's sight. 

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 12. 
14): All things that are done, God will bring 
into judgment ... whether it be good or evil. 
Now judgment implies retribution, in respect 
of which we speak of merit and demerit. There- 
fore every human action, both good and evil, 
has the character of merit or demerit in God’s 
sight. 

I answer that, Aman’s action, as stated above 
(A. 3), acquires merit or demerit through being 
ordered to somcone else, either by reason of 
himself, or by reason of the community; and in 
each way, our actions, good and evil, acquire 
merit or demerit in the sight of God. On the 
part of God Himself, in so far as He is man’s 
last end; and it is our duty to refer all our ac- 
tions to the last end, as stated above (q. xIx, 
A. 10), Consequently whoever does an evil deed, 
not referable to God, does not give God the 
honour due to Him as our last end. On the part 
of the whole community of the universe, be- 
cause in every community, he who governs the 
community, cares, first of all, for the common 
good; and so it is his business to award retribu- 
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tion for such things as are done well or ill in the 
community. Now God is the governor and ruler 
of the whole universe, as stated in the First 
Part (Q. ci, A. §), and especially of rational 
creatures. Consequently it is evident that hu- 
man actions acquire merit or demerit in refer- 
ence to Him; otherwise it would follow that hu- 
man actions are no business of God's. 

Reply Obj. 1. God in Himself neither gains 
nor loses anything by the action of man. But 
man, for his part, takes something from God, 
or offers something to Him, when he observes 
or does not observe the order instituted by God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Man is so moved as an instru- 
ment by God, that at the same time he moves 
himself by his free choice, as was explained 
above (Q. IX, A. 6. Reply 3). Consequently, by 
his action he acquires merit or demerit in God’s 
sight. 

Reply Obj. 3. Man is not ordered to the body 
politic according to all that he is and has; and 
so it does not follow that every action of his ac- 
quires merit or demerit in relation to the body 
politic. But all that man is, and can, and has, 
must be ordered to God; and therefore every 
action of man, whether good or bad, acquires 
merit or demerit in the sight of God, from the 
very character itself of the act. 


2. OF THE Passions, Wuicw ARE Acts Common TO 


Man AND OTHER ANIMALS 


(a) In General 


QUESTION XXII 
Or THE SUBJECT OF THE SOUL’S 
PASSIONS 
(In Three Articles) 


WE must now consider the passions of the soul: 


first, in general; secondly, in particular (Q.° 


xxvr). Taking them in general, there are four 
things to be considered: (1) Their subject; (2) 
The difference between them (Q. xx1II); (3) 
Their mutual relationship (q. xxv); (4) Their 
malice and goodness (Q, XXIV). 

Under the first head there are three points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether there is any passion in 
the soul? (2) Whether passion is in the appeti- 
tive rather than in the apprehensive part? (3) 
Whether passion is in the sensitive appetite 
rather than in the intellectual appetite, which is 
called the will? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether An. Passion Is in the 
Soul? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that there is no passion in the soul 

Objection 1. Because to be passive is proper 
to matter. But the soul is not composed of mat- 
ter and form, as stated in the First Part (a. 
LXXV, A. 5). Therefore there is no passion in 
the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, passion is movement, as is 
stated in the Physics.1 But the soul is not 
moved, as is proved in the book on the Soul? 
Therefore passion is not in the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, passion is the road to corrup- 
tion; for “every passion, when increased, alters 
the substance,” as is stated in the Topics.® But 

1 Aristotle, m1, 3 (20225). 


2 Aristotle, 1, 3 (406"12). 
§ Aristotle, v1, 6 (1453). 
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the soul is ‘incorruptible. Therefore no passion 
is in the soul. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. 7. 
5): When we were in the flesh, the passions of 
sins which were by the law, did work in our 
members. Now sins are, properly speaking, in 
the soul. Therefore passions also, which are de- 
scribed as being of sins, are in the soul. 

I answer that, The word passive is used in 
three ways. First, in a general way, according as 
whatever recelves something is passive, even 
though nothing is taken from it; thus we may 
say that the air is passive when it is lit up. But 
this is to be perfected rather than to be passive. 
Secondly, the word passive is employed in its 
proper sense, when something is received, while 
something else is taken away, and this happens 
in two ways. For sometimes that which is lost is 
unsuitable to the thing; thus when an animal’s 
body is healed, it is said to be passive, because 
it receives health, and loses sickness. At other 
times the contrary occurs; thus to ail is to be 
passive, because the ailment is received and 
health is lost. And here we have passion in its 
most proper acceptation. For a thing is said to 
be passive from its being drawn to the agent, 
and when a thing recedes from what is suitable 
to it, then especially does it appear to be drawn 
to something else Moreover in the treatise on 
Generation and Corruption,' it is stated that 
when 2 more excellent thing is generated from 
a less excellent, we have generation absolutely, 
and corruption relatively. But the reverse is the 
case, when from a more excellent thing a less 
excellent is generated. In these three ways it 
happens that passions are in the soul. For in the 
sense of reception only. we speak of “feeling 
and understanding as being a kind of passion.’ 
But passion accompanied by the loss of some- 
thing is oniy in respect of a bodily change; and 
sO passion properly so called cannot be in the 
soul, save accidentally, in so far, namely, as the 
composite is passive. But here again we find 
a difference, because when this change is for the 
worse, it has more of the nature of a passion 
than when it is for the better; hence sorrow is 
more properly a passion than joy. 

Reply Obj. 1. It is proper to matter to be 
passive in such a way as to lose something and 
to be changed; hence this is found only in those 
things that are composed of matter and form. 
But to be passive according as it implies recep- 
tion only need not be in matter but can be in 
anything that is in potency. Now, though the 


1 Aristotle, 1, 3 (3182). 
2 Aristotle, Soul, 1, 5 (410°23). 
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soul is not composed of matter and form, yet it 
has something of potentiality, in respect of 
which it is fitting to it to receive or to be pas- 
sive, according as the act of understanding is a 
kind of passion, as stated in the book on the 
Souls 

Reply Obj. 2. Although it does not belong to 
the soul in itself to be passive and to be moved, 
yet it belongs to it accidentally, as stated in the 
book on the Soul,‘ 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument is true of pas- 
sion accompanied by change to something 
worse. And passion, in this sense, is not found 
in the soul, except accidentally; but the com- 
posite, which is corruptible, admits of it by 
reason of its own nature. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Passion Is in the Appetitive 
Rather Than in the Apprehensive Part? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that passion is in the apprehensive 
part of the soul rather than in the appetitive. 

Objection 1. Because that which is first in any 
genus, seems to rank first among all things that 
are in that genus, and to be their cause, as is 
stated in the Metaphysics.’ Now passion is 
found to be in the apprehensive before being 
in the appetitive part. For the appetitive part is 
not affected unless there he a previous passion 
in the apprehensive part. Therefore passion is in 
the apprehensive part more than in the appeti- 
tive. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is more active seems to 
be less passive; for action is contrary to pas- 
sion. Now the appetitive part is more active than 
the apprehensive. Therefore it seems that pas- 
sion is more in the apprehensive part. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as the sensitive appetite 
is the power of a corporeal organ, so is the power 
of sensitive apprehension. But passion in the 
soul occurs, properly speaking, in respect of a 
bodily change. Therefore passion is not more 
in the appetitive than in the apprehensive 
part. 

On the contrary, Augustine says® that “the 
movements of the soul, which the Greeks call 
760, are styled by some of our writers, Cicero 
for instance,’ disturbances; by some, affections 
or emotions; while others rendering the Greek 
more accurately, call them passions.” From 
thjs it is evident that the passions of the soul are 
the same as affections. But affections manifestly 


pertain to the appetitive, and not to the ap- 
3 Aristotle, mm, 4 (4290°25). 4 Aristotle, 1, 3 (406s). 
6 Aristotle, 11, x (99324). 


6 City of God, 1x, 4 (PL 41, 258). 7 Tusc., IV, 5. 
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prehensive part. Therefore the passions are in 
the appetitive tather sinc in the apprehensive 


rake gnstver that, As we shave already stated (a. 
1) the word passion implies that the patient is 
drawn to that which belongs to the agent. Now 
the sou] is drawn to a: thing by the appetitive 
power rather than by the apprehensive power, 
because the soul has, through its appetitive pow. 
er, an order to things as they are in themselves. 
Hence the Philosopher says' that “good and 
evil,” that is, the objects of the appetitive pow- 
er, “are in things themselves.” On the other 
hand the apprehensive power is not drawn to a 
thing as it is in itself, but knows it according to 
an intention of the thing, which intention it has 
in itself, or receives in its own way. Hence, we 
find it stated? that “the true and the false,” 
which pertain to knowledge, “are not in things. 
but in the mind.” Consequently it is evident 
that the notion of passion is found rather in the 
appetitive than in the apprehensive part. 

Reply Obj. 1. In things relating to perfection 
the case is the opposite, in comparison to things 
that pertain to defect. Because in things relating 
to perfection, intensity is in proportion to the 
approach to one first principle, to which the 
nearer a thing approaches, the more intense it is. 
Thus the intensity of a thing possessed of light 
depends on its approach to something endowed 
with light in a supreme degree, to which the 
nearer a thing approaches, the more light it pos- 
sesses. But in things that relate to defect, in- 
tensity depends not on approach to something 
supreme but in receding from that which is per- 
fect, because in this consists the very notion of 
privation and defect. Therefore the less a thing 
recedes from that which stands first, the less 
intense it is; and the result is that at first we 
always find some small defect, which afterwards 
increases as it goes on. Now passion pertains to 
defect, because it belongs to a thing according 
as it is in potency. Therefore in those things 


that approach to the Supreme Perfection, name-’ 


ly, to God, there is but little potency and 
passion; while in other things, consequently, 
there is more. Hence also, in the supreme 
power, that is, the apprehensive, power of the 
soul, passion is found less than in the other 
powers. 

Reply Obj. 2. The appetitive power is said to 
be more active because it is, more than the ap- 
prehensive power, the principle of the exterior 
action; and this from the very fact that it is 


1 Metaphysics, V1, 4 (102795), 
2 Jbid. 
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more passive through being related to:things 
as they are in themselves, since it is: through the 
external action that we attain to things..." 

Reply Obj, 3. As stated in the First Patt (9; 
LXXVII, A. 3), the organs of the soul can be 
changed in two ways. First, by a spifitual 
change, in respect of which the organ receives an: 
intention of the thing. And this is essential to 
the act of the sensitive power of apprehension; 
thus the eye is changed by the visible thing, not 
by being coloured. but by receiving an intention 
of colour. But the organs are receptive of an- 
other natural change, which affects their natural 
disposition; for instance, when they become hot 
or cold. or undergo some similar change. And 
this kind of change is accidental to the act of 
the sensitive power of apprehension; for in- 
stance, if the eye be wearied through gazing in- 
tently at something, or be overcome by the in- 
tensity of the object. On the other hand, this 
kind of change is essential to the act of the sen- 
sitive appetite; and so the material element in 
the definitions of the movements of the appeti- 
tive part is the natural change of the organ; for 
instance, anger is said to be “a kindling of the 
blood about the heart.”* Hence it is evident that 
the notion of passion is found more in the act of 
the sensitive appetite than in that of the sensi- 
tive apprehension, although both are actions of 
a corporeal organ. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Passion Is in the Sensitive 
Appetite Rather Than in the Intellectual 


' Appetite, Which Is Called the Will? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that passion is not more in the sensi- 
tive than in the intellectual appetite. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius declares (Div. 
Nom. ii)* Hierotheus “‘to be taught by a kind of 
yet more Godlike instruction; not only by learn- 
ing Divine things, but also by suffering (pati- 
ens) them.” But the sensitive appetite cannot 
suffer Divine things, since its object is the sen- 
sible good. Therefore passion is in the intellec- 
tual appetite, just as it is also in the sensitive 
appetite. 

Obj. 2. Further, the more powerful the active 
force, the more intense the passion. But the ob- 
ject of the intellectual appetite, which is the 
universal good, is a more powerful active force 
than the object of the sensitive appetite, which 
is a particular good. Therefore passion is found 


3 Aristotle, Soud, 1, x (403°31); cf. below, Q. XLVIH, A. 2, 
Arg. on the Contrary; Damascene, De Fide Orth., u, 16 
(PG 94, 932). 

4 Sect. 9 (PG 3, 648). 
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more in- intellectual than in ‘the sensitive: appe- 
tite. | 

Obj. 4. Further, joy and love are said to‘be 
passions. But these are to. be found in the intel- 
lectual and not only in the sensitive appetite; 
otherwise they would not be ascribed by the 
Scriptures to God and the angels. Therefore the 
passions are not more in the sensitive than in 
the intellectual appetite. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 22),1 while describing the animal 
passions: “Passion is a movement of the sensi- 
tive appetite when we imagine good or evil; in 
other words, passion is a movement of the irra- 
tional soul, when we think of good or evil.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1) passion 
is properly to be found where there is corporeal 
change. This corporeal change is found in the 
act of the sensitive appetite, and is not only 
spiritual, as in the sensitive apprehension, but 
also natural. Now there is no need for corporeal 
change in the act of the intellectual appetite be- 
cause this appetite is not the power of a cor- 
poreal organ. It is therefore evident that the no- 
tion of passion is found more properly in the act 
of the sensitive appetite than in that of the in- 
tellectual appetite; and this is again evident 
from the definitions of Damascene quoted 
above. 

Reply O67. 1. By suffering Divine things is 
meant being well affected towards them, and 
united to them by love, and this takes place 
without any alteration in the body. 

Reply Obj. 2. Intensity of passion depends 
not only on the power of the agent, but also on 
the passibility of the patient, because things 
that are disposed to passion suffer much even 
from petty agents. Therefore although the ob- 
ject of the intellectual appetite has greater ac- 
tivity than the object of the sensitive appetite, 
yet the sensitive appetite is more passive. 

Reply Obj. 3. When love and joy and the like 
are ascribed to God or the angels, or to man in 
respect of his intellectual appetite. they signify 
simple acts of the will having like effects, but 
without passion. Hence Augustine says:? “The 
holy angels feel no anger while they punish ..., 
no fellow-feeling with misery while they relieve 
the unhappy; and yet ordinary human speech Is 
accustomed to ascribe to them also these pas- 
sions by name, because, although they have 
none of our weakness, their acts bear a certain 
resemblance to ours. 

1PG 94, 941; cf. also Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., 16 (PG 


40, 673). 
§ City of God, 1x, 5 (PL 41, 261). 


733. 


| QUESTION XXII. 
How THE PASSIONS DIFFER FROM ONE | 
ANOTHER 


(In Four Articles) 


We must now consider how the passions differ 
from one another, and under this head there are 
four points of inquiry: (1) Whether the pas- 
sions of the concupiscible part are different from 
those of the irascible part? (2) Whether the 
contrariety of passions in the irascible part is 
based on the contrariety of good and evil? (3) 
Whether there is any passion that has no con- 
trary? (4) Whether, in the same power there are 
any passions differing in species but not con- 
trary to one another? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Passions of the 
Concupisctble Part Are Different From 
Those of the Irascible Part? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that the same passions are in the irascible and 
concupiscible parts. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says? that 
“the passions of the soul are those which are foal- 
lowed by joy or sorrow.” But joy and sorrow 
are in the concupiscible part. Therefore all the 
passions are in the concupiscible part, and not 
some in the irascible, others in the concupiscible 
part. 

Obj. 2. Further, on the — of Matt. 13. 
33. The kingdom of heavenis like to leaven, etc., 
the gloss of Jerome says:* “‘We should have pru- 
dence in the reason; hatred of vice, in the iras- 
cible part; desire of virtue, in the concupiscible 
part.” But hatred is in the concupiscible part, as 
also is love, of which it is the contrary, as is 
stated in the Topics.® Therefore the same pas- 
sion is in the concupiscible and irascible parts. 

Obj. 3. Further, passions and actions differ 
specifically according to their objects. But the 
objects of the irascible and concupiscible pas- 
sions are the same, namely, good and evil. 
Therefore the same passions are in the irascible 
and concupiscible parts. 

On the contrary, The acts of different powers 
differ in species; for ‘instance, to see, and to 
hear. But the irascible and the concupisciblé are 
two powers into which the sensitive appetite is 
divided, as stated in the First Part (9. xxx, A. 
2). Therefore, since the passions are movements 
of the sensitive appetite, as stated above (q. 


3 Ethics, u, § (110523). 
*PL 26, 94; Glessa ordin. (v, 46A). | 
§ Aristotle, 11, 7 (113°z). 
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xxi, A. 3), the passions of the irascible part 
are specifically distinct from those of the con- 
cupiscible part. 

I answer that, The passions of the irascible 
part differ in species from those of the concu- 
piscible part. For since different powers have 
different objects, as stated in the First Part (Q. 
LXXVIl, A. 3), the passions of different powers 
must of necessity be referred to different ob- 
jects. Much more, therefore, do the passions of 
different powers differ in species, since a greater 
difference in the object is required to diversify 
the species of the powers than to diversify the 
species of passions or actions. For just as in the 
physical order, diversity of genus arises from 
diversity in the potency of matter, while diver- 
sity of species arises from diversity of form in 
the same matter, so in the acts of the soul, those 
that belong to different powers differ not only in 
species but also in genus, while acts and pas- 
sions which concern different special objects, in- 
cluded under the one common object of a single 
power, differ as the species of that genus. 

In order, therefore, to discern which passions 
are in the irascible and which in the concupisci- 
ble part, we must take the object of each of 
these powers. For we have stated in the First 
Part (Q. LXXXI, A. 2) that the object of the con- 
cupiscible power is sensible good or evil taken 
absolutely, that is, the pleasurable or the pain- 
ful. But, since the soul must, of necessity, expe- 
rience difficulty or struggle at times in acquiring 
some such good, or in avoiding some such evil, 
in so far as such good or evil is more than our 
animal nature can easily acquire or avoid, there- 
fore this very good or evil, according as it is of 
an arduous or difficult character, is the object of 
the irascible part. Therefore whatever passions 
look to good or evil absolutely belong to the 
concupiscible part; for instance, joy, sorrow, 
love, hatred and the like. But those passions 
which have to do with good or bad as arduous, 
through being difficult to obtain or avoid, belong 
to the irascible part; such are daring, fear, hope 
and the like. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated in the First Part (Q. 
LXXXI, A. 2), the irascible power is bestowed on 
animals in order to remove the obstacles that 
hinder the concupiscible power from tending 
towards its object, either by making some good 
difficult to obtain, or by making some evil hard 
to avoid. The result is that all the irascible pas- 
sions terminate in the concupiscible passions, 
and thus it is that the passions which are in the 
irascible part are followed by joy and sorrow 
which are in the concupiscible part. 
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Reply Obj. 2. Jerome ascribes hatred of vice 
to the irascible part, not by reason of hatred, 
which is properly a concupiscible passion, but 
on account of the struggle, which pertains to the 
irascible power. 

Reply Obj. 3. Good, in so far as it is delight- 
ful, moves the concupiscible power. But if it 
prove difficult to obtain, from this very fact it 
has a certain contrariety to the concupiscible 
power, and hence the need of another power 
tending to that good. The same applies to evil. 
And this power is the irascible power. Conse- 
quently the concupiscible passions are specif- 
ically different from the irascible passions. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Contrariety of the 
frascible Passions Is Based on the Contra- 
riety of Good and Evil? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the contrariety of the irascible pas- 
sions is based on no other contrariety than that 
of good and evil. 

Objection 1. For the irascible passions are or- 
dered to the concupiscible passions, as stated 
above (A. 1, Ans. 1). But the contrariety of the 
concupiscible passions is no other than that of 
good and evil; as for instance, love and hatred, 
joy and sorrow. Therefore the same applies to 
the irascible passions. 

Obj. 2 Further, passions differ according to 
their objects, just as movements differ accord- 
ing to their terms. But there is no other con- 
trarlety of movements except that of the terms, 
as is stated in the Physics! Therefore there is 
no other contrariety of passions save that of the 
objects. Now the object of the appetite is good 
or evil. Therefore in ) appetitive power can 
there be contrariety of passions other than that 
of good and evil. 

Obj. 3 Further, “every passion of the soul is 
by way of approach and withdrawal,” as Avi- 
cenna declared in his sixth book of the Physics.? 
Now approach is caused by the aspect of good, 
withdrawal, by the aspect of evil, since just as 
“the good is what all desire,“ so evil is what all 
shun. Therefore, in the passions of the soul 
there can be no other contraricty than that of 
good and evil. 

On the contrary, Fear and daring are contrary 
to one another, as stated in the E¢thics.4 But 
fear and daring do not differ in respect of good 
and evil, because each looks to some kind of 
evil. Therefore not every contrariety of the iras- 
cible passions is that of good and evil. 


2 De An., u, 3 (Sra). 
4 Aristotle, m1, 7 (111653). 
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I answer that, “Passion is a kind of move- 
ment,” as stated in the Physics.' Therefore con- 
trariety of passions must be based on contrari- 
ety of movements or changes. Now there is a 
twofold contrariety in changes and movements, 
as stated in the Physics.? One is according to ap- 
proach and withdrawal in respect of the same 
term, and this contrariety belongs properly to 
changes, that is, to generation, which is a change 
to being; and to corruption, which is change 
from being. The other contrariety is according 
to opposition of terms, and belongs properly to 
movements; thus whitening, which is movement 
from black to white, is contrary to blackening, 
which is movement from white to black. 

Accordingly there is a twofold contrariety in 
the passions of the soul: one, according to con- 
trariety of objects, that is, of good and evil; the 
other, according to approach and withdrawal in 
respect of the same term. In the concupiscible 
passions the former contrariety alone is to be 
found; namely, that which is based on the ob- 
jects. But in the irascible passions we find both 
forms of contrariety. The reason of this is that 
the object of the concupiscible power, as stated 
above (A. 1), is sensible good or evil considered 
absolutely. Now good, as such, cannot be a term 
from which, but only a term to which, since 
nothing shuns good as such, but on the contrary, 
all things desire it. In like manner, nothing de- 
sires evil, as such, but all things shun it. And so 
evil cannot have the aspect of a term to which, 
but only of a term from which. Accordingly ev- 
ery concupiscible passion in respect of good, 
tends to it. as love, desire and joy, while every 
concupiscible passion in respect of evil, tends 
from it, as hatred, avoidance or dislike, and sor- 
row. Therefore, in the concupiscible passions 
there can be no contrariety of approach and 
withdrawal in respect of the same object. 

On the other hand, the object of the irascible 
power is sensible good or evil, considered not 
absolutely. but under the aspect of difficulty or 
arduousness as we have said above (a. 1). Now 
the good which is difficult or arduous, consid- 
ered as good, is of such a nature as to produce 
in us a tendency to it, which tendency pertains 
to the passion of hope; but, considered as ardu- 
ous or difficult, it makes us turn from it, and 
this pertains to the passion of despair. In like 
manner the arduous evil, considered as an evil, 
has the aspect of something to be shunned, and 
this belongs to the passion of fear. But it also 
contains a reason for tending to it, as attempt- 
ing something arduous, in order to escape being 

1 Aristotle, m1, 3 (202%25). 2 Aristotle, v, 5 (229*%20). 
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subject to evil, and this tendency is called dar- 
ing. Consequently in the irascible passions we 
find contrariety in respect of good and evil (as 
between hope and fear), and also contrariety ac- 
cording to approach and withdrawal in respect 
of the same term (as between daring and fear). 

From what has been said the replies to the ob- 
jections are evident. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Any Passion of the 
Soul Has No Contrary? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that every passion of the soul has 
a contrary. 

Objection 1. For every passion of the soul is 
either in the irascible or in the concupiscible 
part, as stated above (A. 1). But both kinds of 
passions have their respective modes of contra- 
riety. Therefore every passion of the soul has its 
contrary. 

Obj. 2. Further, every passion of the soul has 
either good or evil for its object; for these are 
universally the objects of the appetitive part. 
But a passion having good for its object is con- 
trary to a passion having evil for its object. 
Therefore every passion has a contrary. 

Obj. 3. Further, every passion of the soul is 
in respect of approach or withdrawal, as stated 
above (A. 2). But every approach has a corre- 
sponding contrary withdrawal, and vice versa. 
Therefore every passion of the soul has a con- 
trary. 

On the contrary, Anger is a passion of the 
soul. But no passion is set down as being con- 
trary to anger, as stated in the Ethics.? There- 
fore not every passion has a contrary. 

I answer that, The passion of anger is peculiar 
in this, that it cannot have a contrary, either ac- 
cording to approach and withdrawal, or accord- 
ing to the contrariety of good and evil. For an- 
ger is caused by a difficult evil already present, 
and when such an evil is present, the appetite 
must either succumb, so that it does not go be- 
yond the limits of sadness, which is a concupis- 
cible passion; or else it has a movement of at- 
tack on the hurtful evil, which movement is that 
of anger. But it cannot have a movement of 
withdrawal, because the evil is supposed to be 
already present or past. Thus no passion is con- 
trary to the movement of anger according to 
contrariety of approach and withdrawal. 

In like manner neither can there be accord- 
ing to contrariety of good and evil. Because the 
opposite of present evil is good obtained, which 
can no longer have the aspect of arduousness or 

* Aristotle, tv, § (112526). 
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difficulty. Nor, when once good is obtained, does 
there remain any other movement except the 
appetite’s repose in the good obtained; and this 
repose belongs to joy, which is a passion of the 
concupiscible faculty. 

Accordingly no movément of the soul can be 
contrary to the movement of anger, and nothing 
else than cessation from its movement is its con- 
trary. Thus the Philosopher says! that “calm is 
contrary to anger,” by opposition not of contra- 
riety but of negation or privation. 

From what has been said the replies to the 
objections are evident. 


Article 4. Whether in the Same Power There 
Are Any Passions Specifically Different, but 
Not Contrary to One Another? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that there cannot be in the same power 
specifically different passions that are not con- 
trary to one another. 

Objection 1. For the passions of the soul dif- 
fer according to their objects. Now the objects 
of the soul’s passions are good and evil, and on 
this distinction is based the contrariety of the 
passions. Therefore no passions of the same 
power that are not contrary to one another differ 
specifically. 

Obj. 2. Further, difference of species implies a 
difference of form. But every difference of form 
is in respect of some contrariety, as stated in 
the Metaphysics? Therefore passions of the 
same power that are not contrary to one another 
do not differ specifically. 

Obj. 3. Further, since every passion of the 
soul consists in approach or withdrawal in re- 
spect of good or evil, it seems that every differ- 
ence in the passions of the soul must arise from 
the difference of good and evil, or from the dif- 
ference of approach and withdrawal, or from 
degrees in approach or withdrawal. Now the 
first two differences cause contrariety in the. 


passions of the soul, as stated above (A. 2).: 


But the third difference does not diversify the 
species, for thus the species of the soul’s pas- 
sions would be infinite. Therefore it is not pos- 
sible for passions of the same power to differ in 
species without being contrary to one another. 

On the contrary, Love and joy differ in spe- 
cies, and are in the concupiscible power; and yet 
they are not contrary to one another; rather, in 
fact, one causes the other. Therefore in the same 
power there are passions that differ in species 
without being contrary to ane another. 

I answer that, Passions differ according to 

1 Rhetoric, 11, 3 (1380%5). ? Aristotle, x, 8 (r0g8%7). 
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their active causes, which are'the objects of the 
soul's passions. Now active causes are differen- 
tiated in two ways. First, in respect of their spe- 
cies or nature; thus fire-differs from water. Sec- 
ondly in respect of a difference in their active 
powers. And the difference of active or moving 
causes, in respect of their moving powefs, can 
be applied to the passions of the soul, according 
to the likeness to natural agents. For every 
mover, in a fashion, either draws the patient to 
itself, or drives it back. Now in drawing it to it- 
self, it does three things in the patient. Because, 
in the first place, it gives the patient an inclina- 
tion or aptitude to tend to the mover; thus a 
light body, which is above, bestows lightness on 
the body generated, so that it has an inclination 
or aptitude to be above. Secondly, if the gener- 
ated body be outside its proper place, the mover 
gives it movement towards that place. Thirdly, 
it makes it to rest when it shall have come to its 
proper place, since to the same cause both rest 
in a place and the movement to that place are 
due. The same applies to the cause of repulsion, 

Now, in the movements of the appetitive 
part, good has, as it were, a power of attraction, 
while evil has a power of repulsion. Primarily, 
therefore, good causes, in the appetitive power, 
a certain inclination, aptitude or connaturalness 
for good; and this belongs to the passion of 
love, the corresponding contrary of which is 
hatred in respect of evil. Secondly, if the good 
be not yet possessed, it causes in the appetite a 
movement towards the attainment of the good 
loved, and this pertains to the passion of desire 
or concupiscence; and contrary to it, in respect 
of evil, is the passion of aversion or dislike. 
Thirdly, when the good is obtained, it causes the 
appetite to rest, as it were, in the good obtained, 
and this pertains to the passion of delight or 
joy; the contrary of which, in respect of evil, is 
sorrow or sadness. 

On the other hand, in the irascible passions, 
the aptitude, or inclination to seek good, or to 
shun evil, is presupposed as arising from the 
concupiscible part, which regards good or evil 
absolutely. And in. respect of good not yet ob- 
tained, we have hope and despair. In respect of 
evil not yet present we have fear and daring. 
But in respect of good obtained there is no iras- 
cible passion, because it no longer has the char- 
acter of something arduous, as stated above (A. 
3). But evil already present gives rise to the 
passion of anger. 

Accordingly it is clear that in the concupisci- 
ble part there are three pairs of passions; name- 
ly, love and hatred, desire and aversion, joy and 
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ae Ip, tike manner there are three groups 
in the irascible part; namely, hope and despair, 
fear and daring, and anger which has no con- 
trary passion. 

Consequently there are altogether eleven pas- 
sions differing specifically, six in the. concupisci- 
ble part, and five in the irascible; and under 
these all the passions of the soul are contained. 

From this the replies to the objections are evi- 
dent. 


QUESTION XXIV 
OF GOOD AND EVIL IN THE PASSIONS 
OF THE SOUL 
(dn Four Articles) 


WE must now consider good and evil in the pas- 
sions of the soul, and under this head there are 
four points of inquiry: (1) Whether moral good 
and evil can be found in the passions of the 
soul? (2) Whether every passion of the soul is 
morally evil? (3) Whether every passion in- 
creases or decreases the goodness or malice of 
an act? (4) Whether any passion is good or evil 
specifically? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Moral Good and Evil Can 
Be Found in the Passions of the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that no passion of the soul is morally good 
or evil. 

Objection 1. For moral good and evil are 
proper to man, since morals are properly pred- 
icated of man,” as Ambrose says (Super Luc., 
Prolog.).! But passions are not proper to man, 
for he has them in common with other animals. 
Therefore no passion of the soul is morally good 
or evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, the good or evil of man con- 
sists in being in accord. or in disaccord with rea- 
son, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).2 Now 
the passions of the soul are not in the reason, 
but in the sensitive appetite. as stated above 
(Q. xx, A. 3). Therefore they do not pertain 
to human, that is, moral, good or evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says’ that “we 
are neither praised nor blamed for our pas- 
sions.” But we are praised and blamed for moral 
good and evil. Therefore the passions are not 
morally good or evil. 

On the contrary, Augustine says while speak- 
ing of the passions of the soul: “They are evil if 
our love is evil; good if our love is good.”* 


1PL rs, 1612. 3 Sect. 32 (PG 3, 733). 
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d-answer that, We may consider the passions 
of the soul in two ways; first, in themselyes; 
secondly, as being subject to the command ‘of 
the reason and will. If then the passions be con- 
sidered in themselves, namely, as movements 
of the irrational appetite, thus there is no moral 
good or evil in them, since this depends on the 
reason, as stated above (Q. xvim, A. 5). If, how- 
ever, they be considered as subject to the com- 
mand of the reason and will, then moral gaod 
and evil are in them. For the sensitive appetite 
is nearer than the outward members to the rea- 
son and will, and yet the movements and actions 
of the outward members are morally good or 
evil according as they are voluntary. Much 
more, therefore, may the passions, in so far as 
they are voluntary, be called morally good or 
evil. And they are said to be voluntary either 
from being commanded by the will or from not 
being checked by the will, 

Reply Obj. 1. These passions, considered in 
themselves, are common to man and other ani- 
mals; but, as commanded by the reason, they 
are proper to man. 

Reply Obj. 2. Even the lower appetitive pow- 
ers are called rational, in so far as “they partake 
of reason in some sort.’” 

Reply Obj. 3. The Philosopher says that we 
are neither praised nor blamed for our passions 
considered absolutely; but he does not exclude 
their becoming worthy of praise or blame, in 50 
far as they are subordinate to reason, Hence he 
continues: “For the man who fears or is angry, 
is not praised ... or blamed, but the man who 
fears or is angry in a certain way, that is, ac- 
cording to, or against reason.” ; 


ARTICLE 2, Whether Every Passion of 
the Soul Is Evil Morally? 


We proceed thus to the Second Aritcle: It 
would seem that all the passions of the soul are 
morally evil. 

Objection t. For Augustine says that “some 
call the soul’s passions diseases or disturbances 
of the soul.’® But every disease or disturbance 
of the soul is morally evil. Therefore every pas- 
sion of the soul is evil morally. 

Obj. 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 22)" that “movement in accord with 
nature is an operation, but movement contrary. 
to nature is passion.” But in movements of the 
soul, what is against nature has the character of 
sin and moral evil; hence he says elsewhere’ 


Avistotie: Ethics, 1, 13 (1102543). 
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that “the devil turned’ from that which is in ac- 
cord with nature to that which is against na» 
ture.” Therefore these'passions are morally evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever leads to sin has an 
aspect of evil. But these passions lead to sin; 
and thus they are called the passions of sins 
(Rom. 7. 5). Therefore it seems that they are 
thorally evil. 

On the contrary, Augustine says! that “all 
these emotions are right in those whose love is 
rightly placed... . For they fear to sin, they de- 
siré to persevere; they grieve for sin, they re- 
joice in good works.” 

I answer that, On this question the opinion of 
the Stoics differed from that of the Peripatetics, 
for the Stoics held that all passions are evil, 
while the Peripatetics maintained that moder- 
ate passions are good.” This difference, although 
it appears great in words, is nevertheless, in 
reality, none at all, or but little, if we consider 
the intent of either school. For the Stoics did 
not discern between sense and intellect, and con- 
sequently neither between the intellectual and 
sensitive appetite.? Hence they did not discrimi- 
nate the passions of the soul from the move- 
ments of the will, in so far as the passions of the 
soul are in the sensitive appetite, while the sim- 
ple movements of the will are in the intellectual 
appetite; but every rational movement of the 
appetitive part they called will, while they called 
passion a movement that exceeds the limits of 
reason. Therefore Tully, following their opinion 
(Tusc. iii, 4)‘ calls all passions diseases of the 
soul, from which he argues that those who are 
diseased are unsound, and that those who are 
unsound are wanting in sense. Hence we speak 
of those who are wanting in sense as being un- 
sound (insanus). 

On the other hand, the Peripatetics give the 
name of passions to all the movements of the 
sensitive appetite. And so they esteem them 
good when they are checked by reason, and evil 
when they are unchecked by reason. Hence it is 
evident that Tully was wrong in disapproving 
(tbid.) of the Peripatetic doctrine of a mean in 
the passions, when he says that “every evil, 
though moderate, should be shunned; for, just 
as a body, though it be modcrately ailing, is not 
sound, so, this mean in the diseases or passions 
of the soul is not sound.” For passions are not 
called diseases or disturbances of the soul save 
when they are unchecked by reason. 

1 City of God, xv, 9 (PL 41, 413). 
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Hence the reply to the first objection i is evi- 
dent. : 

Reply Obj, 2. In every passion there i IS an in- 
crease or decrease in the natural movement of 
the heart, according as the heart is moved more 
or less intensely by contraction and dilatation; 
and hence it derives the character of passion. 
But there is no need for passion to deviate al- 
ways from the order of natural reason. 

Reply Obj. 3. The passions of the soul, in so 
far as they are contrary to the order of reason, 
incline us to sin; but in so far as they are con- 
trolled by reason, they pertain to virtue. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Passion Increases or 
Decreases the Goodness or Malice of an Act? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that every passion always ee the 
goodness of a moral action. 

Objection 1. For anything that hinders the 
judgment of reason, on which depends the good- 
ness of a moral act, consequently decreases the 
goodness of the moral act. But every passion 
hinders the judgment of reason; for Sallust says 
(Catilin.) :® “All those that take counsel about 
matters of doubt, should be free from hatred, 
anger, friendship and pity.” Therefore passion 
decreases the goodness of a moral act. 

Obj. 2. Further, the more a man’s action is 
like to God, the better it is; hence the Apostle 
says (Eph. 5. 1): Be ye followers of God, as 
most dear children, But “God and the holy an- 
gels feel no anger when they punish . . . no fel- 


‘low-feeling with misery when they relieve the 


unhappy,” as Augustine says.® Therefore it is 
better to do deeds of this kind without than with 
a passion of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as moral cvil depends on 
subordination to reason, so also does moral 
good. But moral evil is lessened by passion, for 
he sins less who sins from passion than he who 
sins deliberately. Therefore he does a better 
deed who does well without passion than he who 
does with passion. 

On the contrary, Augustine says’ that the pas- 
sion of pity “is obedient to reason, when pity is 
bestowed without violating right, as when the 
poor are relieved, or the penitent forgiven.” But 
nothing that is obedient to reason lessens the 
moral good. Therefore a passion of the soul does 
not lessen moral good. 

I answer that, Since the Stoics held® that ev- 
ery passion of the soul is evil, they consequently 


5 Chap. 51 (BU 47). 
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held that every passion of-the soul lessens the 
goodness of an act, since the admixture of evil 
either destroys good altogether, or makes it to 
be Jess good. And this is true indeed, if by pas- 
sions we understand none but the disorderly 
movements of the sensitive appetite, considered 
as disturbances or diseases. But if we give the 
name of passions absolutely to all the move- 
ments of the sensitive appetite, then it pertains 
to the perfection of man’s good that his passions 
be moderated by reason. For since man’s good is 
founded on reason as its root, that good will be 
all the more perfect according as it extends to 
more things pertaining to man. Therefore noone 
questions the fact that it pertains to the perfec- 
tion of moral good that the actions of the out- 
ward members be controlled by the law of rea- 
son. Hence, since the sensitive appetite can obey 
reason, as stated above (Q. xv, A. 7), it per- 
tains to the perfection of moral or human good 
that the passions themselves also should be con- 
trolled by reason. 

Accordingly just as it is better that man 
should both will good and do it in his external 
act, so also does it pertain to the perfection of 
moral good, that man should be moved to good 
not only in respect of his will, but also in re- 
spect of his sensitive appetite; according to Ps. 
83. 3: My heart and my flesh have rejoiced in 
the living God, where by heart we are to under- 
stand the intellectual appetite, and by flesk the 
sensitive appetite. 

Reply Obj. 1. The passions of the soul may 
stand in a twofold relation to the judgment of 
reason. First, antecedently, and thus, since they 
obscure the judgment of reason, on which the 
goodness of the moral act depends, they dimin- 
ish the goodness of the act; for it is more praise- 
worthy to do a work of charity from the judg- 
ment of reason than from the mcre passion of 
pity. In the second place, consequently, and this 
in two ways. First, by way of superabundance, 
because, namely, when the higher part of the 
soul is intensely moved to anything, the lower 
part also follows that movement; and thus the 
passion that results in consequence, in the sensi- 
tive appetite, is a sign of the intensity of the 
will, and so indicates greater moral goodness. 
Secondly, by way of choice; when, namely, a 
man, by the judgment of his reason, chooses to 
be affected by a passion in order to work more 
promptly with the co-operation of the sensitive 
appetite. And thus a passion of the soul increas 
es the goodness of an action. 

Reply Qbj. 2. In God and the angels there is 
ro sensitive appetite, nor again bodily members, 
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and so in them good does not depend on the 
right ordering of passions or of bodily actions, 
as it does in us. 

Reply O67. 3. A passion that tends to evil and 
precedes the judgment of reason diminishes sin; 
but if it be consequent in either of the ways 
mentioned above (Ans, 1), it aggravates the sin, 
or else it is a sign of its being more grievous. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Any Passion Is Good 
or Evil in Its Species? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that no passion of the soul is morally 
good or evil according to its species. 

Objection 1. For moral good and evil depend 
on reason. But the passions are in the sensitive 
appetite, so that accordance with reason is acci- 
dental to them. Since, therefore, nothing acci- 
dental belongs to a thing’s species, it seems that 
no passion is good or evil according to its 
species. 

Obj. 2. Further, acts and passions take their 
species from their object. If, therefore, any pas- 
sion were good or evil according to its species, 
it would follow that those passions are specifi- 
cally good, the object of which is good, such as 
love, desire and joy; and that those passions are 
specifically evil, the object of which is evil, such 
as hatred, fear and sadness. But this is clearly 
false. Therefore no passion is good or evil ac- 
cording to its species. 

0b;. 3. Further, there is no species of passion 
that is not to be found in other animals. But 
moral good is in man alone. Therefore no pas- 
sion of the soul is good or evil according to its 
species. 

On the contrary, Augustine says! that pity 
pertains to virtue. Moreover, the Philosopher 
says’ that shame is a praiseworthy passion. 
Therefore some passions are good or evil ac- 
cording to their species. 

I answer that, We ought, it seems, to apply to 
passions what has been said in regard to acts (a. 
XVIII, AA. 5, 6; Q. XX, A. 1)—namely, that the 
species of a passion, as the species of an act, can 
be considered from two points of view. First, ac- 
cording to its natural genus; and thus moral 
good and evil do not pertain to the species of an 
act or passion. Secondly, according to its moral 
genus, according as it is voluntary and con- 
trolled by reason. In this way moral good and 
evil can pertain to the species of a passion, in so 
far as the object to which a passion tends, is, of 
itself, in harmony or in discord with reason, as 

1 Cily of God, 1X, 5 (PL 41, 260). 

2 Ethics, v1, 7 (110832). 
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is clear in the'case of shame which is base fear, 
and of envy which is sorrow for another’s good; 
for thus passions pertain to the same species as 
the external act. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument considers the 
passions in their natural species, in so far as the 
sensitive appetite is considered in itself. But in 
so far as the sensitive appetite obeys reason, 
good and evil of reason are no longer accidental- 
ly in the passions of the appetite, but per se. 

Reply Obj. 2. Passions having a tendency to 
good are themselves good if they tend to that 
which is truly good, and in like manner if they 
turn away from that which is truly evil. On the 
other hand, those passions which consist in aver- 
sion from good and a tendency to evil are them- 
selves evil. 

Reply Obj. 3. In irrational animals the sensi- 
tive appetite does not obey reason. Neverthe- 
less, in so far as they are led by a kind of natu- 
ral estimative power, which is subject to a high- 
er, that is, the Divine, reason, there is a certain 
likeness of moral good in them, in regard to the 
soul’s passions, 


QUESTION XXV 
OF THE ORDER OF THE PASSIONS TO 
ONE ANOTHER 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the order of the passions 
to one another, and under this head there are 
four points of inquiry: (1) The order of the 
irascible passions to the concupiscible passions. 
(2) The order of the concupiscible passions 
among themselves. (3) The order of the irasci- 
ble passions among themselves. (4) The four 
principal passions. 


ArTICLE 1. Whether the Irasctble Passions 
Precede the Concupiscible Passions, 
or Vice Versa? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that the irascible passions precede the concu- 
piscible passions. 

Objection t. For the order ef the passions is 
that of their objects. But the object of the iras- 
cible faculty is the difficult good, which seems to 
be the highest good. Therefore the irascible pas- 
sions seem to precede the concupiscible pas- 
sions. 

Ob). 2. Further, the mover precedes that 
which is moved. But the irascible part is com- 
pared to the concupiscjble, as mover to that 
which is moved; for it is given to animals, for 
the purpose of removing the obstacles that hin- 
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der the concupiscible part from enjoying its. db 
ject, as: stated above (9. xxii, A. 1. Reply: hy 
Part 1, Q.. LXXXI,:A. 2}. Now that which te- 
moves an obstacle, is a kind of mover.’ There- 
fore the irascible passions precede the concu- 
piscible passions. 

. Obj. 3. Further, joy ind ee are concu- 
piscible passions. But joy and sadness succeed 
to the irascible passions; for the Philosopher 
says® that “retaliation causes anger to cease, be+ 
cause it produces pleasure instead of the previ- 
ous pain.” Therefore the concupiscible passions 
follow the irascible passions. 

On the contrary, The concupiscible passions 
look to the absolute good, while the irascible 
passions look to a restricted, namely, the diffi- 
cult, good. Since, therefore, the absolute good 
precedes the restricted good. it seems that the 
concupiscible passions precede the irascible. 

I answer that, In the concupiscible passions 
there is more diversity than in the passions of 
the irascible part. For in the former we find 
something relating to movement—for instance, 
desire; and something belonging to repose, for 
instance, joy and sadness. But in the irascible 
passions there is nothing pertaining to repose, 
and only that which belongs to movement. The 
reason of this is that when we find rest in a 
thing, we no lenger look upon it as something 
difficult or arduous, which is the object of the 
irascible part. 

Now since rest is the end of movement, it is 


first in the order of intention, but last in the or- 


der of execution. If, therefore, we compare the 
passions of the irascible part with those concu- 
piscible passions that denote rest in good, it is 
evident that in the order of execution the iras- 
cible passions take precedence of the like pas- 
sions of the concupiscible part; thus hope pre- 
cedes joy, and hence causes it, according to the 
Apostle (Rom. 12. 12): Rejoicing in hope. But 
the concupiscible passion which denotes rest in 
evil, namely, sadness, comes between two iras- 
cible passions. For it follows fear, since we be- 
come sad when we are confronted by the evil 
that we feared; while it precedes the movement 
of anger, since the movement towards revenge 
that results from sadness is the movement of 
anger. And because it is looked upon as a good 
thing to pay back the evil done to us, when the 
angry man has achieved this he rejoices. Thus it 
is evident that every passion of the irascible 
part terminates in a concupiscible passion de- 
noting rest, namely,.either in joy or in sadness. 

But if we compare the irascible passions to 

3 Physics, vitt, 4 (255°2q). 3 Eéhécs, tv, 5 (1196%ar), 
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those concupiscible passions that denote move- 
ment, then it is clear that.the latter take preced- 
erice, because the passions of the irascible part 
add something to those of the concupiscible 
part; just as the object of the irascible adds the 
aspect of arduousness or difficulty to the object 
of the concupiscible part. Thus hope adds to de- 
sire a certain effort, and a certain raising of the 
soul to the realization of the arduous good. In 
like manner fear adds to flight or detestation a 
certain depression of the soul, on account of dif- 
ficulty in shunning the evil. 

Accordingly the passions of the irascible part 
stand between those concupiscible passions that 
denote movement towards good or evil and 
those concupiscible passions that denote rest in 
good or evil. And it is therefore evident that the 
irascible passions both arise from and terminate 
in the passions of the concupiscible part. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument would prove, if 
the notion of the object of the concupiscible 
part were something contrary to the arduous, 
just as the notion of the object of the irascible 
power is that which is arduous. But because the 
object of the concupiscible power is good abso- 
lutely, it naturally precedes the object of the 
irascible part, as the common precedes the 
proper. 

Reply Obj. 2. The remover of an obstacle is 
not a per se but an accidental mover, while we 
are speaking here of passions as directly ordered 
to one another. Moreover, the irascible passion 
removes the obstacle that hinders the concupis- 
cible from resting in its object. And so it only 
follows that the irascible passions precede those 
concupiscible passions that denote rest. 

The third objection leads to the same conclu- 
sion. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Love Is the First of 
the Concupiscible Passions? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that love is not the first of the con- 
cupiscible passions. 

Objection 1. For the concupiscible power is 
called so from concupiscence, which is the same 
passion as desire. But “things are named from 
their chief characteristic.”! Therefore desire 
takes precedence of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, love implies a certain union, 
since it is “a uniting and binding force,” as Dio- 
nysius states (Div. Nom. iv).? But concupis- 
cence or desire is a movement towards union 
with the thing coveted or desired, Therefore de- 
sire precedes love. 


1 Aristotle, Soul, a, 4 (41623). * Sect. 12 (PG 3, 709). 


VAL 

Obj. 3. ‘Further, ‘the cagse precedes its effect. 
But pleasure is sometimes the cause of love, 
since some Jove on account of pleasure.? There- 
fore pleasure precedes‘ love, and consequently 
love is not the first of the concupiscible pas- 
sions. 

On. the contrary, Augustine says* that all the 
passions are caused by love, since “love yearn- 
ing for the beloved object, is desire; and, hav- 
ing and enjoying it, is joy.” Therefore love is 
the first of the concupiscible passions. 

I answer that, Good and evil are the object of 
the concupiscible part. Now good naturally pre- 
cedes evil, since evil is the privation of good. 
Therefore all the passions, the object of which 
is good, are naturally before those the object of 
which is evil,—that is to say, each precedes its 
contrary passion, because the quest of a goad is 
the reason for shunning the opposite evil. 

Now good has the aspect of an end, and the 
end is indeed first in the order of intention, but 
last in the order of execution. Consequently the 
order of the concupiscible passions can be con- 
sidered either in the order of intention or in the 
order of sequence. In the order of sequence, the 
first place belongs to that which occurs first in 
the thing that tends to the end. Now it is évi- 
dent that whatever tends to an end, has, in the 
first place, an aptitude or proportion to that end, 
for nothing tends to a disproportionate end; 
secondly, it is moved to that end; thirdly, it 
rests in the end, after having attained it. And 
this very aptitude or proportion of the appetite 
to good is love, which is satisfaction in good, 
while movement towards good is desire or con- 
cupiscence, and rest in good is joy or pleasure. 
Accordingly in this order, love precedes desire, 
and desire precedes pleasure. But in the order of 
intention, it is the reverse, because the pleasure 
intended causes desire and love. For pleasure is 
the enjoyment of the good, which enjoyment is, 
in a way, the end, just as the good itself is, as 
stated above (Q. xI, A. 3. Reply 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. We name a thing as we know it, 
for words are signs of thoughts, as the Philoso- 
pher states.» Now in most cases we know a 
cause by its effect. But the effect of love, when 
the object loved is possessed, is pleasure; when 
it is not possessed, it is desire or concupiscence. 
And, as Augustine says,® ‘we feel love more, 
when we lack that which we love.” Consequent- 
ly of all the concupiscible passions, concupis- 


3 Aristotle, Ethics, vit1, 3, 4 (1156%12; "gz; 1156°53). 
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cence is felt most; and for this reason the power 
is named after it. 

Reply Obj. 2. The union of lover and the thing 
loved is twofold. There is real union, consisting 
in the joining of one with the other. This union 
pertains to joy or pleasure, which follows de- 
sire. There is also an affective union, consisting 
in an aptitude or proportion, in so far as one 
thing, from the very fact of its having an apti- 
tude for and an inclination to another, partakes 
of it; and love implies such a union. This union 
precedes the movement of desire. 

Reply Obj. 3. Pleasure causes love in so far as 
it precedes love in the order of intention. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Hope Is the First of 
the Irascible Passions? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that hope is not the first of the tras- 
cible passions. 

Objection 1. For the irascible part is denomi- 
nated from anger. Since, therefore, things are 
named from their chief characteristic, it seems 
that anger precedes and surpasses hope. 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of the irascible 
part is something arduous. Now it seems more 
arduous to strive to overcome a contrary evil 
that threatens soon to overtake us, which per- 
tains to daring, or an evil actually present, 
which pertains to anger, than to strive absolute- 
ly to obtain some good. Again, it seems more ar- 
duous to strive to overcome a present evil than 
a future evil. Therefore anger seems to be a 
stronger passion than daring, and daring, than 
hope. And consequently it seems that hope does 
not surpass them. 

Obj. 3. Further, when a thing is moved 
towards an end, the movement of withdrawal 
precedes the movement of approach. But fear 
and despair imply withdrawal from something, 
while daring and hope imply approach towards 
something. Therefore fear and despair precede 
hope and daring. : 

On the contrary, The nearer a thing is to the 
first, the more it precedes others. But hope is 
nearer to love, which is the first of the passions. 
Therefore hope is the first of the passions in the 
irascible part. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. r) ail 
the irascible passions imply movement towards 
something. Now this movement in the irascible 
part towards something may be due to two 
causes: one is the mere aptitude or proportion 
to the end, and this pertains to love or hatred; 
the other is the presence of good or evil, and 
this pertains to sadness or joy. As a matter of 
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fact, the presence. af good produces no: passion 
in the irascible, as stated above (Q. XXIII,.AA. 
3, 4), but the presence of evil gives rise to the 
passion of anger. 

Since then in the order of generation or se- 
quence, proportion or aptitude. to the end pre- 
cedes the achievement of the end, it follows 
that, of all the irascible passions, anger is the 
last in the order of generation. And among the 
other passions of the irascible part which imply 
a movement arising from love of good or hatred 
of evil, those whose object is good, namely, 
hope and despair, must naturally precede those 
whose object is evil, namely, daring and fear. 
And yet so that hope precedes despair, since 
hope is a movement towards good as such, 
which is of its very nature attractive, so that 
hope tends to good directly; but despair is a 
movement away from good, a movement which 
is consistent with good, not as such, but in re- 
spect of something else, and so its tendency 
from good is accidental, as it were. In like man- 
ner fear. through being a movement from evil, 
precedes daring. And that hope and despair 
naturally precede fear and daring is evident 
from this,—that as the desire of good is the 
reason for avoiding evil, so hope and despair are 
the reason for fear and daring, because daring 
arises from the hope of victory, and fear arises 
from the despair of overcoming. Lastly, anger 
arises from daring, for no one is angry while 
secking vengeance, unless he dare to avenge 
himself, as Avicenna observes in the sixth book 
of his Physics.1 Accordingly, it is evident that 
hope is the first of all the irascible passions. 

And if we wish to know the order of all the 
passions in the way of generation, love and 
hatred are first; desire and aversion, second; 
hope and despair. third; fear and daring, fourth; 
anger, fifth; sixth and last, joy and sadness, 
which follow from all the passions, as stated in 
the Ethics,? yet so that love precedes hatred; 
desire precedes aversion; hope precedes despair; 
fear precedes daring; and joy precedes sadness, 
as may be gathered from what has been stated 
above. (A.A. 1, 2, 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. Because anger arises from the 
other passions, as an effect from the causes 
that precede it, the power takes its name from 
anger as being more manifest than the other 
passions. 

Reply Obj. 2. It is not the arduousness but 
the good that is the reason for approach or de- 
sire. Consequently hope which looks to good 

1 De An., IV, 6 (22K). 
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more directly, takes precedence, although at 
times daring or even anger looks to something 
more arduous. 

Reply Obj. 3. The movement of the appetite 
is primarily and per se towards the good as to 
its proper object, and its movement from evil 
results from this. For the movement of the ap- 
petitive part is in proportion not to natural 
movement, but to the intention of nature, 
which intends the end before intending the re- 
moval of a contrary, which removal is desired 
only for the sake of obtaining the end. 


ArTIcLe 4. Whether These Are the Four Princi- 
pal Passions—Joy, Sadness, Hope and Fear? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that joy, sadness, hope and fear are not 
the four principal passions. 

Objection 1. For Augustine omits hope and 
puts desire in its place.! 

Obj. 2. Further, there is a twofold order in 
the passions of the soul: the order of intention, 
and the order of sequence or generation. The 
principal passions should therefore be taken, 
either in the order of intention, and thus joy and 
sadness, which are the final passions, will be the 
principal passions; or in the order of sequence or 
generation, and thus love will be the principal 
passion. Therefore joy and sadness, hope and 
fear should in no way be called the four princi- 
pal passions. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as daring is caused by 
hope, so fear is caused by despair. Either, there- 
fore, hope and despair, should be accounted as 
principal passions, since they cause others, or 
hope and daring from being akin to one another. 

On the contrary, Boéthius in enumerating the 
four principal passions, says :* 

Banish joys: banish fears: 
Away with hope: away with tears. 

I answer that, These four are commonly 
called the principal passions. Two of them, 
namely, joy and sadness, are said to be princi- 
pal, because in them all the other passions have 
their completion and end; and so they arise 
from all the other passions, as is stated in the 
Ethics.4 Fear and hope are principal passions, 
not because they complete the others abso- 
lutely, but because they complete them as re- 

1 City of God, x1V, 3, 7 (PL 41, 406, 410). 

2 De Consol., 1, 7 (PL 63, 657). 

3 According to the doctrine of the Stoics; cf. Cicero, 
De Finibus, 111, :o (DD mn, 550); Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., 
17 (PG 4o, 676); cf. Jerome, Jn Eseck., 1, on 1.7; Bon- 
aventure, In Sent., 1, d. 26, A. 2,9. 5 (QR m1, 579); Al- 
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gards the movement of the appetite towards 
something, for nm respect of good, movement, 
begins in love, goes forward to desire, and ends 
in hope; while in respect of evil, it begins in 
hatred, goes on to aversion, and ends in fear. 
Hence it is customary’ to distinguish these four 
passions in relation to the present and the fu- 
ture, for movement regards the future, while 
rest is in Something present. Therefore joy re- 
lates to present good, sadness relates to present 
evil, hope regards future good, and fear, future 
evil. 

As to the other passions that concern good or 
evil, present or future, they all culminate in 
these four. For this reason have some said that 
these four are the principal passions, because 
they are general passions. And this is true, pro- 
vided that by hope and fear we understand the 
common tendency of the appetite to desire or 
aversion for something. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine puts desire or covet- 
ousness in place of hope, in so far as they seem 
to regard the same thing, namely, some future 
good. 

Reply Obj. 2. These are called principal pas- 
sions in the order of intention and completion. 
And though fear and hope are not the last pas- 
sions absolutely, yet they are the last of those 
passions that tend towards something as future. 
Nor can the argument be pressed any further 
except in the case of anger. Yet neither can 
anger be reckoned a principal passion, because 
it is an effect of daring, which cannot be a prin- 
cipal passion, as we shall state further on (Re- 
ply Obj. 3). 

Reply Obj. 3. Despair implies movement 
away from good, and this is, as it were, acci- 
dental. And daring implies movement towards 
evil, and this too is accidental. Consequently 
these cannot be principal passions, because that 
which is accidental cannot be said to be prinei- 
pal. And so neither can anger be called a princi- 
pal passion, because it arises fram daring. 


QUESTION XXVI 
OF THE PASSIONS OF THE SOUL IN 
PARTICULAR, AND FIRST, OF LOVE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE have now to consider the soul’s passions in 
particular, and (1) The passions of the con- 
cupiscible part; (2) The passions of the irasci- 
ble part (Q. XL). 

& Amongst the Stoics; cf. Cicero, Tusenl., rv, 6 (DD rv, 
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The ‘first of these ‘considerations will be 
threefold, since we shall consider (1) Love and 
hatred: {2) Desire and’aversion (Q. XXX) j (3) 
Pleasure and sadness (0. xxxr). 

Concerning love, three points must be con- 
sidered: (1) Love itself; (2) The cause of love 
(Q. xxvir); (3) The effects of love (Q. xxvrtr). 
Under the first head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether love is in the con- 
cupiscible power? (2) ‘Whether love is a pas- 
sion? (3) Whether love is the same as dilection? 
(4) Whether love is properly divided into love 
of friendship, and love of concupiscence? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Love Is in the Con- 
cupiscible Power? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that love is not in the concupiscible power. 

Objection 1, For it is written (Wis. 8. 2): 
Her, namely, wisdom, have J loved, and have 
sought her out from my youth. But the con- 
cupiscible power, being a part of the sensitive 
appetite, cannot tend to wisdom, which is not 
apprehended by the senses. Therefore love is 
not'in the concupiscible power. 

Obj. 2. Further, love seems to be identified 
with every passion, for Augustine says: “Love, 
yearning for the object beloved, is desire; hav- 
ing and enjoying it, is joy; fleeing what is con- 
trary to it, is fear; and feeling what is contrary 
to it, is sadness.” But not every passion is in 
the concupiscible power; indeed, fear, which is 
mentioned in this passage, is in the irascible 
power. Therefore we must not say absolutely 
that love is in the concupiscible power. 

Obj. 3. Further, Dionysius (Div. Nom iv)? 
mentions a “natural love.” But natural love 
seems to pertain rather to the natural powers, 
which belong to the vegetal soul. Therefore 
love is not absolutely in the concupiscible 
power. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that, 
“love is in the concupiscible power.’’ 

I answet that, Love is something pertaining 
to the appetite, since good is the object of 
both. Therefore love differs according to the 
difference of appetites. For there is an appetite 
which arises from an apprehension existing, not 
in the subject of the appetite, but in some other, 
and this is called the natural appetite. Because 
natural things seek what is suitable to them 
according to their nature, by reason of an ap- 
prehension which is not in them, but in the 

1 City of God, xiv, 7 (PL 41, 420), 
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Author of their nature, as stated inthe First 
Part (Q. vi, a. 1. Reply 2; Q. crit,.A: 1. Reply £; 
3). And there is another appetite arising from 
an apprehension in the subject of the appetite, 
but from necessity and not from frée choice;. 
Such is, in irrational animals, the sensitive ap- 
petite, which, however, in man, has a certain 
share of liberty, in so far as it obeys reason. 
Again, there is another appetite following from 
an apprehension in'the subject of the appetite 
according to free choice. And this is the ra- 
tional or intellectual appetite, which is called 
the will. 

Now in each of these appetites, the name 
love is given to the principle of movement to- 
wards the end loved. In the natural appetite 
the principle of this movement is the appeti- 
tive subject’s connaturalness with the thing to 
which it tends, and may be called natural love; 
thus the connaturalness of a heavy body for 
the centre is by reason of its weight and may 
be called natural love. In like manner the apti- 
tude of the sensitive appetite or of the will to 
some good, that is to say, its very satisfaction in 
good, is called sensitive love, or intellectual or 
rational love. So that sensitive love is in the 
sensitive appetite, just as intellectual love is in 
the intellectual appetite. And it belongs to the 
concupiscible power, because it has to do with 
good absolutely, and not under the aspect of 
difficulty, which is the object of the irascible 
faculty, 

Reply Obj. 1. The words quoted refer to in- 
tellectual or rational love. 

Reply Obj. 2. Love is spoken of as being fear, 
joy, desire and sadness, not essentially but 
causally. 

Reply Obj. 3. Natural love is not only in the 
powers of the vegetal soul, but in all the soul’s 
powers, and also in all the parts of the body, 
and universally in all things, because, as 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),* “Beauty and 
- goodness are beloved by all things,” since each 
single thing has a connaturalness with that 
which is naturally suitable to it. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Love Is a Passion? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that love is not a passion. For ne 
power is a passion. 

Objection 1. But every love is a power, as 
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)’ Therefore ove 
is not a passion. 

Obj. 2. Further, love is a kind of union or 
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borid, a8 Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 10). But 
a union.or bond is not a passion, but rather a 
relation. Therefore love is not a passion. 

Od}. 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 22)? that “passion is a movement.” 
But love does not imply the movement of the 
appetite; for this is desire, of which movement 
love is the principle. Therefore love is not a 
passion. 

‘On the conirary, The Philosopher says that 
“love is a passion,’ 

I answer that,. Passion is the effect of the 
agent on the patient. Now a natural agent pro- 
duces a twofold effect on the patient: for in 
the first place it gives it the form, and secondly 
it gives it the movement that results from the 
form. Thus the generator gives the generated 
body both weight and the movement resulting 
from weight, so that weight, from being the 
principle of movement to the place which is 
connatural to that body by reason of its weight, 
can, in a way, be called natural love. In the 
same way the appetible thing gives the ap- 
petite, first, a certain adaptation to itself, 
which consists in satisfaction in that thing; 
and from this follows movement towards the 
appetible thing. For the appetitive movement 
is circular, as stated in the book on the Soul,‘ 
because the appetible thing moves the appetite, 
introducing itself, as it were, to its intention, 
while the appetite moves towards the realiza- 
tion of the appetible thing, so that the move- 
ment ends where it began. Accordingly, the 
first change wrought in the appetite by the ap- 
petible thing is called love, and is nothing else 
than satisfaction in that thing; and from this 
satisfaction results a movement towards that 
same thing, and this movement is desire; and 
lastly, there is rest which is joy. Since, there- 
fore, love consists in a change wrought in the 
appetite by the appetible thing, it is evident that 
love is a passion: properly so called, according 
as it is in the concupiscible part; in a wider and 
extended sense, according as it is in the will. 

Reply Obj. 1. Since power denotes a principle 
of movement or action, Dionysius calls love a 
power in so far as it is a principle of movement 
in the appetite. 

Reply Obj. 2. Union belongs to love in so far 
as by reason of the satisfaction of the appetite, 
the lover stands in relation to that which he 
loves as though it were himself or part of him- 
self. Hence it is clear that love is not the very 
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relation of union, ‘but that union is a result’ of 
love. Hence, too, Dionysius says that “love js 
a unitive force” (Div. Nom. iv)> and the 
Philosopher says that “union is the work of. 
love,” 

Reply Obj. 3. Although love does not denote 
the movement of the appetite in tending to-~ 
wards the appetible object, yet it denotes that 
movement by which the appetite is changed 
by the appetible thing, so as to have satisfac- 
tion in it. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Love Is the Same as 
Dilection? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: Tt 
seems that love is the same as dilection. 

Objection 1. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom, 
iv)? that love is to dilection, “as four is to 
twice two, and as a rectilinear figure is to one 
composed of straight lines.” But these have the 
same meaning. Therefore love and dilection de- 
note the same thing. 

Obj. 2. Further, the movements of the ap- 
petite differ by reason of their objects. But the 
objects of dilection and love are the same, 
Therefore these are the same. 

Obj. 3. Further. if dilection and love differ, 
it seems that it is chiefly in the fact that “dilec- 
tion refers to good things, love to evil things, 
as some have maintained,” according to Augus- 
tine.’ But they do not differ thus, because as 
Augustine says the holy Scripture uses both 
words in reference to either good or bad things. 
Therefore love and dilection do not differ; thus ' 
indeed Augustine concludes that “it is’ not one 
thing to speak of love, and another to speak of 
dilection.” 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)® that “some holy men have held that love 
means something more Godlike than dilection 
does.” 

I answer that, We find four words referring, 
in a way, to the same thing: namely love, dilec- 
tion, charity and friendship. They differ, how- 
ever, in this, that “friendship,” according to 
the Philosopher,!® “‘is like a habit, but love and 
dilection are expressed by way of act or pas- 
sion”; and charity can be taken either way. 

Moreover these three express act in different 
ways. For love has a wider signification than 
the others, since every dilection or charity is 


love, but not vice versa. Because dilection, im- 
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plies, in addition to love, a choice (electionem) 
made beforehand, as the very word denotes; 
and therefore dilection is not in the concupis- 
cible power, but only in the will, and only in 
the rational nature. Charity denotes, in addition 
to love, a certain perfection of love, in so far as 
that which is loved is held to be of great price, 
as the word itself implies.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius is speaking of love 
and dilection, in so far as they are in the in- 
tellectual appetite; for thus love is the same 
as dilection., 

Reply Obj. 2. The object of love is more gen- 
eral than the object of dilection, because love 
extends to more than dilection does, as stated 
above. 

Reply Obj. 3. Love and dilection differ, not 
in respect of good and evil, but as stated in the 
body of the article. Yet in the intellectual part 
love is the same as dilection. And it is in this 
sense that Augustine speaks of love in the pas- 
sage quoted; hence a little further on he adds 
that “a right will is a good love, and a wrong 
will is a bad love.”” However, the fact that love, 
which is a concupiscible passion, inclines many 
to evil, is the reason why some assigned the 
difference spoken of.? 

Reply Obj. 4. The reason why some held? 
that, even when applied to the will itself, the 
word love signifies something more Godlike 
than dilection, was because love denotes a pas- 
sion, especially in so far as it is in the sensitive 
appetite; but dilection presupposes the judg- 
ment of reason. But it is possible for man to 
tend to God by love, being as it were passively 
drawn by Him, more than he can possibly be 
drawn to Him by his reason, which pertains 
to the nature of dilection, as stated above. And 
consequently love is more Godlike than dilec- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Love Is Properly Divided 
into Love of Friendship and Love of 
Concupiscence? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that love is not properly divided 
into love of friendship and love of concupi- 
scence.‘ 


1 Referring to the Latin cerus (dear). 

2 Anonymously mentioned by Augustine, City of God, 
xiv, 7 (PL 41, 410). Cf. Isidore, Etymol., vim, 2 (PL 82, 
296). 
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Objection 1. For “love is a passion, while 
friendship is a habit,” according to the Philos- 
opher.® But habit cannot be a part of a division 
of passions. Therefore love is not properly 
divided into love of concupiscence and love of 
friendship. 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing cannot be divided 
by another member of the same division: for 
man is not a member of the same division as 
animal. But concupiscence is a member of the 
same division as love, as a passion distinct 
from love. Therefore concupiscence is not a 
division of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philosopher® 
friendship is threefold, that which is founded 
on usefulness, that which is founded on pleas- 
ure, and that which is founded on goodness. 
But useful and pleasant friendship are not with- 
out concupiscence. Therefore concupiscence 
should not be divided against friendship. 

On the contrary, We are said to love certain 
things, because we desire them; thus “a man is 
said to love wine, on account of its sweetness 
which he desires,” as stated in the Topics.? But 
we have no friendship for wine and the like 
things, as stated in the Ethics.® Therefore love 
of concupiscence is distinct from love of friend- 
ship. 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,® “to 
love is to wish good to someone.” Hence the 
movement of love has a twofold tendency: to- 
wards the good which a man wishes to somcone, 
whether for himself or for another; and to- 
wards that to which he wishes some good. Ac- 
cordingly, man has Jove of concupiscence to- 
wards the good that he wishes to another, and 
love of friendship towarus him to whom he 
wishes good. 

Now the members of this division are related 
as primary and secondary, since that which is 
loved with the love of friendship is love abso- 
lutely and for itself; but that which is loved 
with the love of concupiscence is loved not 
absolutely and for itself, but for something else. 
For just as being per se is absolutely that which 
has being, while that which exists in another 
has relative being, so, because good is con- 
vertible with being, the good which itself has 
goodness is good absolutely; but that which is 
another’s good is a relative good. Consequently 
the love with which a thing is loved in order 


that it may have some good, is love absolutely, 
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while the love with which a thing is loved that 
it may be another’s good is relative love. 

Reply Obj. 1. Love is not divided into friend- 
ship and concupiscence, but into love of friend- 
ship, and love of concupiscence. For a friend 
is, properly speaking, one to whom we wish 
good, while we are said to desire what we wish 
for ourselves. 

Hence the Reply to the Second Objection is 
evident. 

Reply 0b]. 3. When friendship is based on 
usefulness or pleasure, a man does indeed wish 
his friend some good, and in this respect the 
character of friendship is preserved. But since 
he refers this good further to his own pleasure 
or use, the result is that friendship of the use- 
ful or pleasant, in so far as it is drawn to the 
love of concupiscence, loses the character of 
true friendship. 


QUESTION XXVII 
OF THE CAUSE OF LOVE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the cause of love, and 
under this head there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether good is the only cause of 
love? (2) Whether knowledge is a cause of 
love? (3) Whether likeness is a cause of love? 
(4) Whether any other passion of the soul is 
the cause of love? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Good Is the Only 
Cause of Love? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that good is not the only cause of love. 

Objection 1. For good does not cause love, 
unless because it is loved. But it happens that 
evil also is loved, according to Ps. 10. 6: He 
that loveth iniquity, hateth his own soul; other- 
wise every love would be good. Therefore good 
is not the only cause of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says’ that 
“we love those who acknowledge their evils.” 
Therefore it seems that evil is the cause of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)? that “not the good only but also the beau- 
tiful is beloved by all.” 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. 
viii) :3 “Assuredly, the good alone is beloved.” 
Therefore good alone is the cause of love. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XXVI, A. 
1), Love belongs to the appetitive power which 
is a passive power. Therefore its object stands 
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in relation to it as the cause of its movement 
or act. Therefore the cause of love must 
properly be the object of love. Now the proper 
object of love is the good, because, as stated 
above (Q. XXVI, AA. 1, 2), love implies a cer- 
tain connaturalness or pleasingness (compla- 
centia) of the lover for the thing loved, and 
to everything, that thing which is connatural 
and proportionate to it is a good. It follows, 
therefore, that good is the proper cause of 
love. 

Reply Obj. 1. Evil is never loved except 
under the aspect of good, that is'to say, in so 
far as it is good in some respect, and is appre- 
hended as being good absolutely. And thus a 
certain love is evil in so far as it tends to that 
which is not absolutely a true good. It is in this 
way that man loves iniquity, in so far as, by 
means of iniquity, some good is gained; pleas- 
ure, for instance, or money, or the like. 

Reply Obj. 2. Those who acknowledge their 
evils are loved, not for their evils, but because 
they acknowledge them, for it is a good thing 
to acknowledge one’s faults, in so far as it ex- 
cludes insincerity or hypocrisy. 

Reply Obj. 3. The beautiful is the same as 
the good, and they differ in aspect only. For 
since good is what all seek, that which calms 
the desire is implied in the notion of good, 
while that which calms the desire by being 
seen or known pertains to the notion of the 
beautiful. Consequently those senses especially 
have to do with the beautiful which are the best 
avenues of knowledge, namely, sight and hear- 
ing, aS ministering to reason; for we speak of 
beautiful sights and beautiful sounds. But in 
reference to the other objects of the other 
senses, we do not use the expression beautiful, 
for we do not speak of beautiful tastes, or of 
beautiful odours. Thus it is evident that beauty 
adds to goodness a relation to the knowing 
power, so that good means that which pleases 
absolutely the appetite, while the beautiful is 
something pleasant to apprehend. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Knowledge Is a 
Cause of Love? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that knowledge is not a cause of 
love. 

Objection 1. For it is due to love that a thing 
is sought. But some things are sought without 
being known, for instance, the sciences: for 
since ‘‘to have them is the same as to know 
them,” as Augustine says,‘ if we knew them we 
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should -haye then, and'should not seek them, 
Therefore ‘knowledge is;not the cause of love. 


Obj. 2. Further, to love what we know not 


seems like loving something more than we 
know it. But some things are loved more than 
they are known; thus‘ in this life God can be 
loved in Himself. , but cannot bé known in Him- 
self.. Therefore knowledge is not the cause of 
love. 

Obj. 3. Further, if knowledge were the cause 
of love, there would be no love where there is 
no knowledge. But in all things there is love, 
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv);' but there 
is not knowledge in all things. Therefore knowl]- 
edge is not the cause of love. 

On the contrary, Augustine proves (De Trin, 
x, 1)? that “none can love what he does not 
know.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), good is 
the cause of love, as being its object. But good 
is not the object of the appetite, except as ap- 
prehended. And therefore love demands some 
apprehension of the good that is loved. For this 
reason the Philosopher says’ that “bodily sight 
is the beginning of sensitive love”; and in like 
manner the contemplation of spiritual beauty 
or goodness is the beginning of spiritual love. 
Accordingly knowledge is the cause of love for 
the same reason as good is, which can be loved 
only if known. 

Reply Obj, 1. He who seeks science is not en- 
tirely without knowledge of it, but knows some- 
thing about it already in some respect, either ina 
universal way, or in some one of its effects, or 
from having heard it commended, as Augustine 
says (De Trin. x, 1).4 But to have it is not to 
know it in this way, but to know it perfectly. 

Reply Obj. 2. Something is required for the 
perfection of knowledge that is not requisite 
for the perfection of love. For knowledge per- 
tains to the reason, whose function consists 
in distinguishing things which in reality are 
united, and in uniting together, after a fashion, 
things that are. distinct, by comparing one with 
another. Cénsequently the perfection of knowl- 
edge requires that man should know one by 
one all that is in a thing, such as its parts, 
powers, and properties. On the other hand, love 
is in the appetitive power, which regards a 
thing as it is in itself; therefore it suffices, for 
the perfection of love, that a thing be loved ac- 
cording as itis apprehended in itself. Hence it 
is, therefore, that a thing is loved more than it 
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is known, since it canbe loved perfectly, even 
without being ‘perfectly known, This. is, most 
evident in. regard to the sciences, which some 
love through having a certain summary knowl: 
edge of them; for instance, they know that 
rhetoric is a science that enables man to. ‘per- 
suade others, and this is what, they love in 
rhetoric. The same applies to the love of Ged. 

Reply Obj. 3. Even natural love, which is in 
all things, is caused by a kind of knowledge, 
not indeed existing in natural things themselves, 
but in Him, Who created their nature, as stated 
above (Q. xxvi, A. 1; cf. Part I, a. vt, A. 1. 
Reply 2), 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Likeness Is a Cause 
of Love? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that likeness is not a cause of love. 

Objection 1, For the same thing is not the 
cause of contraries, But likeness is the cause of 
hatred, for it is written (Prov. 13. 10) that 
among the proud there are always contentions; 
and the Philosopher says® that potters quarrel 
with one another. Therefore likeness is not a 
cause of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says® that a man 
loves in another that which he would not be 
himself; thus he Joves an actor, but would not 
himself be an actor. But it would not be so if like- 
ness were the proper cause of love, for in that 
case a man would love in another that which he 
possesses himself, or would like to possess. 
Therefore likeness is not a cause of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, everyone loves that which 
he needs, even if he have it not; thus a sick 
man loves health, and a poor man loves riches. 
But in so far as he needs them and lacks them, 
he is unlike them. Therefore not only likeness 
but also unlikeness is a cause of love. 

Obj. 4. Further, the Philosopher says’ that 
“we love those who bestow money and health 
on us; and also those who retain their friend- 
ship for the dead.” But all are not such. There- 
fore likeness is not a cause of love. 

On the contrary, It is written .(Ecclus. 13. 
19): Every beast loveth its like. 

I answer that, Likeness, properly speaking, is 
a cause of love. But it must be observed that 
likeness between things is twofold. One kind of 
likeness arises from each thing having the same 


quality actually; for example, two things hav- 
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ing whiteness are said to be alike. Another kind 
of likeness arises from one thing having poten- 
tially and by. way of inclination, a quality which 
the other has actually; thus we may say that a 
heavy body. existing outside its proper place is 
like:another heavy body that exists in its proper 
place. Or again, according as potency bears a 
resemblance to its act, since act is contained, 
in @ manner, in the potency itself. 

Accordingly the first kind of likeness causes 
love of friendship or well-wishing. For the very 
fact that two men are alike, having, as it were, 
one form, makes them to be, in a manner, one 
in that form; thus two men are one thing in 
the species of humanity, and two white men 
are one thing in whiteness. Hence the affections 
of one tend to the other, as being one with him, 
and he wishes good to him as to himself. But 
the second kind of likeness causes love of con- 
cupiscence, or friendship founded on usefulness 
or pleasure; because whatever is in potency, as 
such, has the desire for its act, and it takes 
pleasure in its realization, if it be a sentient 
and cognitive being. 

Now it has been stated above (Q. xxvi, A. 4), 
that in the love of concupiscence, the lover, 
properly speaking, loves himself, in willing the 
good that he desires. But a man loves himself 
more than another, because he is one with him- 
self substantially, while with another he is one 
only in the likeness of some form. Consequently, 
if this other’s likeness to him arising from the 
participation of a form hinders him from gain- 
ing the good that he loves, he becomes hateful 
to him, not for being like him, but for hinder- 
ing him from gaining his own good. This is why 
potters quarrel among themselves, because they 
hinder one another’s gain, and why ¢here are 
contentions among the proud, because they 
hinder one another in attaining the position 
they covet. 

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is 
evident. 

Reply Obj. 2. Even when a man loves in 
another what he does not love in himself, there 
is a certain likeness of proportionality, because 
as the latter is to that which is loved in him, so 
is the former to that which he loves in himself; 
for instance, if a good singer love a good writer, 
we can see a likeness of proportion, according 
as each one has that which is becoming to him 
in respect of his art. 

Reply Obj. 3. He that loves what he needs 
bears a likeness to what he loves, as potency 
bears a likeness to its act, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 4. According to the same likeness 


of potency to its act, the iliberal: man: loves the, 
tman'who. is liberal, in so far.as he expects frant 
him something which he desires. The SAaMeé @P-; 
plies to the man who is constant in his friend-, 
ship as compared to one who is inconstant. For 
in either case friendship seems to be based on: 
usefulness. We might also say that although | 
not all men have these virtues in the complete 
habit, yet they have them according to certain, 
seminal principles in the reason, in force of 
which principles the man who is not virtuous 
loves the virtuous man, as being in conformity 
with his own natural reason. 


Article 4. Whether Any Other Passion 
of the Soul Is a Cause of Love? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that some other passion can be the 
cause of love. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
some are loved for the sake of the pleasure they 
give. But pleasure is a passion. Therefore an- 
other passion is a cause of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, desire is a passion. But we 
love some because we desire to receive some 
thing from them, as happens in every friend- 
ship based on usefulness. Therefore another 
passion is a cause of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 
1) :? “When we have no hope of getting a thing, 
we love it but half-heartedly or not at all, 
even if we see how beautiful it is.” 

On the contrary, All the other emotions af 
the soul are caused by love, as Augustine says. 

I answer that, There is no other passion of | 
the soul that does not presuppose love of some 
kind. The reason is that every other passion 
of the soul denotes either movement towards 
something, or rest in something. Now every 
movement towards something, or rest in some- 
thing, arises from some kinship or aptness to 
that thing; and this pertains to the notion of 
love. Therefore it is not possible for any other 
passion of the soul to be universally the cause 
of every love. But it may happen that some 
other passion is the cause of some particular 
love, just as one good is the cause of another. 

Reply Obj. 1. When a man loves a thing for 
the pleasure it affords, his love is indeed caused 
by pleasure, but that very pleasure is caused, 
in its turn, by another preceding love; for none 
takes pleasure save in that which is loved in 
some way. 

Reply Obj, 2. Desire for a thing always pre- 
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supposes love for that thing. But desire of one 
thing can be the cause of another thing being 
loved; thus he that desires money, for this 
reason loves him from whom he receives it. 

' Reply Obj. 3. Hope causes or increases love; 
both by reason of pleasure, because it causes 
pleasure, and by reason of desire, because hope 
strengthens desire, since we do not desire so 
intensely that which we have no hope of re- 
ceiving. Nevertheless hope itself is of a good 
that is loved. 


QUESTION XXVIII 
OF THE EFFECTS OF LOVE 
(In Six Articles) 


WE now have to consider the effects of love, un- 
der which head there are six points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether union is an effect of love? (2) 
Whether mutual indwelling is an effect of love? 
(3) Whether ecstasy is an effect of love? (4) 
Whether zeal is an effect of love? (5) Whether 
love is a passion that is hurtful to the lover? 
(6) Whether love is cause of all that the lover 
does? 


Articie 1. Whether Union Is an Effect of Love? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that union 3s not an effect of love. 

Objection 1. For absence is contrary to union 
But love is compatible with absence, for the 
Apostle says (Gal. 4. 18): Be zealous for that 
which is good in a good thing always (speaking 
of himself, according to a gloss),! and not only 
when I am present with you. Therefore union is 
not an effect of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, every union is either accord- 
ing to essence,—thus form is united to matter, 
accident to subject, and a part to the whole, 
or to another part in order to make up the whole 
—or according to likeness, in genus, species, or 
accident. But love does not cause union of es- 
sence; otherwise love could not be between 
things essentially distinct. On the other hand, 
love does net cause union of likeness, but rather 
is caused by it, as stated above («). XXVII, A. 3). 
Therefore union is not an effect of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, the sense in act is the sen- 
sible in act, and the intellect in act is the thing 
actually understood. But the lover in act is not 
the thing loved in act. Therefore union is the 
effect of knowledge rather than of love. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)* that every love is “a unitive force.” 
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I answer that, The union of lover and the 
thing loved is twofold. The first is real union; 
for instance, when the thing loved is present 
with the lover. The second is union of affection, 
and this union must be considered in relation to 
the preceding apprehension; for movement of 
the appetite follows apprehension. Now love be- 
ing twofold, namely, love of concupiscence, and 
love of friendship, each of these arises from a 
kind of apprehension of the oneness of the thing 
loved with the lover. For when we love a thing 
by desiring it, we apprehend it as belonging to 
our well-being. In like manner when a man 
loves another with the love of friendship, he 
wills good to him, just as he wills good to him- 
self; and so he apprehends him as his other self, 
in so far, namely, as he wills good to him as to 
himself. Hence a friend is called a man’s “other 
self,”* and Augustine says,‘ “Well did one say 
to his friend: Thou half of my soul.” 

The first of these unions is caused effectively 

by love, because love moves man to desire and 
seek the presence of the being loved, as of some- 
thing suitable and belonging to him. The sec- 
ond union is caused formally by love because 
love itself is this union or bond. In this sense 
Augustine says (De Trin. viii, 10)5 that “love 
is a vital principle uniting, or seeking to unite 
two together, the lover, namely, and the be- 
loved.” For in describing it as uniting he refers 
to the union of affection, without which there 
is no love; and in saying that it seeks to unite, he 
refers to real union. 
" Reply Obj. 1. This argument is true of real 
union. That is necessary to pleasure as being 
its cause. Desire implies the real absence of the 
being loved, but love rercains whether the be- 
ing loved be absent or present. 

Reply Obj. 2. Union has a threefold relation 
to love. There is a union which causes love, and 
this is substantial union, as regards the love with 
which one loves oneself; while as regards the 
love with which one loves other things, it is the 
union of likeness, as stated above (Q. XXVII, A. 
3). There is also a union which is essentially 
love itself. This union is according to a bond of 
affection, and is likened to substantial union, in 
so far as the lover stands to the object of his 
love as to himself, if it be love of friendship; as 
to something belonging to himself, if it be love 
of concupiscence. Again there is a union which 
is the effect of love. This is real union, which the 
lover seeks with the object of his love. Moreover 
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this union is in keeping with the demands of 
love, for as the Philosopher relates,) ‘Aris- 
tophanes stated that lovers would wish to be 
united both into one,” but since “this would re- 
sult in either one or both being destroyed,” 
they: seek a suitable and becoming union,—to 
live together, speak together, and be united in 
other like things. 

Reply Obj. 3. Knowledge is perfected by the 
thing known being united, through its likeness, 
to the knower. But the effect of love is that 
the thing itself which is loved, is, in a way, 
united to the lover, as stated above. Conse- 
quently love is more of a unifying force than 
knowledge. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Mutal Indwelling Is an 
Effect of Love? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that love does not cause mutual indwell- 
ing, so that the lover is in the beloved and vice 
versa, 

Objection 1. For that which is in another is 
contained by it. But the same thing cannot be 
both container and contents. Therefore love 
cannot cause mutual indwelling, so that the lover 
is in the beloved and vice versa. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing can penetrate within 
a whole, except by means of a division of the 
whole. But it is the function of the reason, not 
of the appetite whcre love resides, to divide 
things that are really united. Therefore mutual 
indwelling is not an effect of love. 

Obj. 3. Further, if through love the lover is 
in the beloved and vice versa, it follows that 
the beloved is united to the lover in the same 
way as the lover is united to the beloved. But 
the union itself is love, as stated above (A. 1). 
Therefore it follows that the lover is always 
loved by the object of his love, which 1s evi- 
dently false. Therefore mutual indwelling is not 
an effect of love. 

On the contrary, It is written (I John 4.16): 
He that abideth in charity abideth in God, and 
God in him. Now charity is the love of God. 
Therefore, for the same reason, every love 
makes the beloved to be in the lover, and vice 
versa. 

I answer that, This effect of mutual indwell- 
ing may be understood as referring both to the 
apprehensive and to the appetitive power. For 
as to the apprehensive power, the beloved is 
said to be in the lover in so far as the beloved 
abides in the apprehension of the lover, accord- 
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ing to Phil. x. 7, For that I have youin my heart. 
But the lover is said to be in the beloved ac- 
cording to apprehension in so far as the lover 
is not satisfied with a superficial apprehension 
of the beloved, but strives to gain an intimate 
knowledge of each thing pertaining to the be- 
loved, so as to penetrate into his very soul. 
Thusit is written concerning the Holy Ghost, Who 
is God’s Love, that He searcheth all things, yea 
the deep things of God (I Cor. 2. 10). 

As to the appetitive power, the object loved 
is said to be in the lover, because it is in his 
affections by a kind of satisfaction, causing him 
either to take pleasure in it, or in its good, when 
present; or, in the absence of the object loved, 
by his longing, to tend towards it with the love 
of concupiscence, or towards the good that he 
wills to the beloved, with the love of friendship, 
not indeed from any extrinsic cause (as when 
we desire one thing on account of another, or 
wish good to another on account of something 
else), but because the satisfaction in the beloved 
is rooted in the lover’s heart. For this reason 
we speak of love as being intimate, and of the 
bowels of charity. 

On the other hand, the lover is in the beloved 
by the love of concupiscence and by the love of 
friendship, but not in the same way. For the love 
of concupiscence does not find rest in any ex- 
ternal or superficial possession or enjoyment of 
the beloved, but seeks to possess the beloved 
perfectly, by penetrating into his heart, as it 
were, But in the love of friendship the lover 
is in the beloved in the sense that he regards 
what is good or evil to his friend, as being so to 
himself and his friend’s will as his own, so that 
it seems as though he felt the good or suffered 
the evil in the person of his friend. Hence “‘it is 
the way of friends to desire the same things, and 
to grieve and rejoice at the same,” as the Philos- 
opher says.? Consequently in so far as he con- 
siders what affects his friend as affecting him- 
self, the lover seems to be in the beloved, as 
though he were become one with him; but in 
so far as, on the other hand, he wills and acts 
for his friend’s sake as for his own sake, look- 
ing on his friend as identified with himself, 
thus the beloved is in the lover. 

In yet a third way, mutual indwelling in the 
love of friendship can be understood in regard 
to reciprocal love, in so far as friends return 
love for love, and desire and do good things for 
one another. 

Reply Obj. 1. The beloved is contained in 
the lover by being impressed on his affection 
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through. a kind of. tragquil satisfaction. On the 
other hand; the lover is contained in the beloved 
because. the lover penetrates, so to speak, into 
the beloved. For nothing hinders a thing from 
being both container ‘and contents in different 
ways, just as 4 genus is contained in its species, 
and vice versa. 
. Reply Obj. 2, The apprehension of the reason 
precedes the movement of love. Consequently, 
just as the. reason divides, so does the movement 
of love penetrate into the beloved, as was ex- 
plained above. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument is true of the 
third kind of mutual indwelling, which is not 
to be found in every kind of love. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Ecstasy Is an Effect 
of Love? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that ecstasy is not an effect of love. 

Objection 1. For ecstasy seems to imply loss 
of reason. But love does not always result in loss 
of reason, for lovers are masters of themselves 
at times. Therefore love does not cause ecstasy. 

Obj. 2. Further, the lover desires the beloved 
to be united to him. Therefore he draws the 
beloved to himself, rather than proceeding to 
the beloved, going forth out from himself as 
it were. 

Obj. 3. Further, love unites the beloved to the 
lover, as stated above (A. 1). If, therefore, the 
lover goes out from himself in order to proceed 
to the beloved, it follows that the lover always 
loves the beloved more than himself, which is 
evidently false. Therefore ecstasy is not an 
effect of love. 

On. the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)? that “the Divine love produces ecstasy,” 
and that “God Himself suffered ecstasy through 
love.” Since therefore according to the same 
author (ibid.), every love is a participated like- 
ness of the Divine Love, it seems that every 
love causes ecstasy. 

I answer that, To suffer ecstasy means to be: 
placed outside oneself. This happens as to the 
apprehensive | power and as to the appetitive 
power. As to the apprehensive power, a man is 
said to be placed outside himself when he is 
placed outside the knowledge proper to him. 
This may be due to his being raised to a higher 
knowledge; thus, a man is said to suffer ecstasy 
because he is placed outside the connatural ap- 
prehension of his sense and reason, when he is 
raised up so as to comprehend things that sur- 
pass sense and reason. Or it may be due to his 
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being cast, down into a.state of dehasement; 
thus a man may be said to suffer ecstasy when 
he is overcome by violent passion or madness. 
As to the appetitive part, a man is said to-suffer 
ecstasy when the appetite is borne towards 
something else, so that it goes forth out from 
itself, as it were. 

The first of these ecstasies is caused by love 
by way of disposition, in so far, namely, as love 
makes the beloved to dwell.in the lover’s mind, 
as stated above (A. 2); and the more. we give our 
mind to one thing, the less we think of others. 
The second ecstasy is caused by love directly; 
by love of friendship, absolutely, by love of 
concupiscence, not absolutely but in a relative 
sense. Because in love of concupiscence, the 
lover is taken out from himself, in a certain 
sense; in so far, namely, as not being satisfied 
with enjoying the good that he has, he seeks to 
enjoy something outside himself. But since he 
seeks to have this extrinsic good for himself, he 
does not go out from himself absolutely, and 
this affection remains finally within him. On the 
other hand, in the love of friendship, a man’s 
affection goes out from itself absolutely, be- 
cause he wishes and does good to his friend, as it 
were, caring and providing for him, for his sake. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument is true of the 
first kind of ecstasy. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument applies to love of 
concupiscence, which, as stated above, does not 
cause ecstasy absolutely. 

Reply Obj. 3. He who loves, goes out from 


, himself, in so far as he wills the good of his 


friend and works for it. Yet he does not will the 
good of his friend more than his own good, and 
so it does not follow that he loves another more 
than himself. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Zeal Is an Effect of Love? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that zeal is not an effect of love. 

Objection 1. For zeal is a principle of con- 
tention; therefore it is written (I Cor. 3. 3): 
Whereas there is among you zeal (Douay,—en- 
vying) and contention, etc. But contention is 
contrary to love. Therefore zeal is not an effect 
of love. 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of love is the good, 
which communicates itself to others. But zeal 
is opposed to communication, since it seems 
an effect of zeal that a man refuses to share the 
object of his love with another; thus husbands 
are said to be jealous of (selare) their wives be- 
cause they will not share them with others. 
Therefore zeal is not an effect of love. 
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Obj: 3. Further,’ there is no, zeal without 
hatred, as neither is there without love; for it 


is written (Ps. 72. 3): J bad a seal on occasion of , 


the wicked. Therefore it should not be set down 
as an effect of love any more than of hatred. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv) :1 “God is said to be a Zealot, on account of 
this great love for all things.” 

I answer that, Zeal, whatever way we take it 
arises from the intensity of love. For it is evident 
that the more intensely a power tends to any- 
thing, the more vigorously it withstands opposi- 
tion or resistance. Since therefore “love is a 
movement towards the object loved,” as Augus- 
tine says,’ an intense love seeks to remove every- 
thing that opposes it. 

But this happens in different ways according 
to love of concupiscence and love of friend- 
ship. For in love of concupiscence he who de- 
sires something intensely is moved against all 
that hinders his gaining or quietly enjoying the 
object of his love. It is thus that husbands are 
said to be jealous of their wives, lest associa- 
tion with others prove a hindrance to their ex- 
clusive individual rights. In like manner those 
who seek to excel are moved against those who 
seem to excel, as though these were a hindrance 
to their excelling. And this is the zeal of envy, 
of which it is written (Ps. 36. 1): Be not emu- 
lous of evil doers, nor envy (zelaveris) them 
that work iniquity. 

On the other hand, love of friendship seeks 
the friend’s good. Therefore, when it is intense, 
it causes a man to be moved against everything 
that opposes the friend’s good. In this respect, 
a man is said to be zealous on behalf of his 
friend, when he makes a point of repelling what- 
ever may be said or done against his friend’s 
good. In this way, too, a man is said to be zeal- 
ous on God’s behalf, when he endeavours, to the 
best of his means, to repel whatever is contrary 
to the honour or will of God; according to ITI 
Kings 19. 14: With zeal have I been zealous 
for the Lord of hosts. Again on the words of 
John 2.17: The zeal of Thy house hath eaten 
me up, a gloss says® that “a man is eaten up with 
a good zeal, who strives to remedy whatever evil 
he perceives; and if he cannot, bears with it 
and laments it.” 

Reply Odj. 1. The Apostle is speaking in this 
passage of the zeal of envy, which is indeed the 
cause of contention, not against the object of 
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love, but for it, and: Against that ‘which is, oP 
posed to ‘it. | 

Reply Obj. 2. Good i is loved ix so far ag it 
can he communicated to the lover. Conse- 
quently whatever hinders the perfection of this 
communication becomes hateful. Thus zeal | 
arises from love of good. But through defect of 
goodness, it happens that certain small goods 
cannot, in their entirety, be possessed by many 
at the same time; and from the love of such 
things arises the zeal of envy. But it does not 
arise, properly speaking, in the case of those 
things which in their entirety can be possessed 
by many; for no one envies another the know)- 
edge of truth, which can be known entirely by, 
many except perhaps one may envy another his 
superiority in the knowledge of it. 

Reply Obj. 3. The very fact that a man hates 
whatever is opposed to the object of his love 
is the effect of love. Hence zeal is set down as 
an effect of love rather than of hatred. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Love Is a Passion 
That Wounds the Lover? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that love wounds the Jover.6 

Objection 1. For languor denotes a hurt in 
the one that languishes. But love causes languor, 
for it is written (Cant. 2. 5): Stay me up with 
flowers, compass me about with apples ; because 
I languish with love. Therefore love is a wound- 
ing passion. 

Obj. 2. Futher, melting is a kind of dissolution. 
But love melts that in which it is, forit is written 
(Cant. 5. 6): My soul melted when my beloved 
spoke. Therefore love is a dissolvent and, there- 
fore it is a corruptive and a wounding passion. 

Obj. 3. Further, fervour denotes a certain ex- 
cess of heat, which excess has a corruptive 
effect. But love causes fervour, for Dionysius 
(Cel. Hier. vii)® in enumerating the properties 
belonging to the Seraphim’s love, includes hot 
and piercing and most fervent. Moreover it is 
said of love (Cant. 8. 6) that its lamps are fire 
and flames. Therefore love is a wounding and 
corruptive passion. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)® that “everything loves itself with a love 
that holds it together,” that is, that preserves it, 
Therefore love is not a wounding passion, but 
rather one that preserves and perfects. 

I answer that, As stated above (9. xXVI, AA. 
I, 2; Q, Xxvu, A. 1), love denotes a certain 
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adapting of the appetitive power to some good. 
Now nothing is hurt by being adapted to that 
which is suitable to it; rather, if possible, it is 
perfected and bettered. But if a thing be adapted 
to that which is not suitable to it, it is hurt and 
made worse by it. Consequently love of a suita- 
ble good perfects and betters the lover; but 
love of a good which is unsuitable to the lover, 
wounds and worsens him. And so man is per- 
fected and bettered chiefly by the love of God, 
but is wounded and worsened by the love of sin, 
according to Osee 9. 10: They became abomti- 
nable, as those things which they loved. 

And let this be understood as applying to love 
in respect to what is formal in it, that is, in re- 
gard to the appetite. But in respect to what is 
material in the passion of love, that is, a cer- 
tain bodily change, it happens that love is 
hurtful by reason of this change being excessive, 
just as it happens in the senses, and in every 
act of a power of the soul that is exercised 
through the change of some bodily organ. 

In reply to the objections, it is to be observed 
that four proximate effects may be ascribed 
to love: namely, melting, enjoyment, languor, 
and fervour. Of these the first is melting, which 
is opposed to freezing. For things that are 
frozen, are closely bound togcther, so as to be 
hard to pierce. But it pertains to love that the 
appetite is fitted to receive the good which is 
loved, in so far as the object loved is in the 
lover, as stated above (A. 2). Consequently 
the freezing or hardening of the heart is a dis- 
position incompatible with love, while melting 
denotes a softening of the heart, by which the 
heart shows itself to be ready for the entrance 
of the beloved. If, then, the beloved is present 
and possessed, pleasure or enjoyment ensues. 
But if the beloved be absent, two passions arise: 
namely, sadness at its absence, which is de- 
noted by languor (hence Tully in De Tuscul. 
Quast. iii! applies the term ailment chiefly to 
sadness), and an intense desire to possess the 
beloved, which is signified by fervour. And these 
are the effects of love considered formally, ac- 
cording to the relation of the ampetitive power 
to its object. But in the passion of love, other 
effects ensue, proportionate to the above, ac- 
cording to change in the organ. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Love Is Cause of 
All That the Lover Does? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that the lover does not everything from 
love. 
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Objection 1. For love is a passion, as stated 
above (Q. XXVI, A. 2). But man does not do 
everything from passion: some things he does 
from choice, and some things from ignorance, 
as stated in the Ethics. Therefore man does 
not everything that he does, from love. 

Obj. 2. Further, the appetite is a principle of 
movement and action in all animals, as stated in 
the book on the Soul.3 If, therefore, whatever 
a man does, is done from love, the other pas- 
sions of the appetitive part are superfluous. 

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is produced at one 
and the same time by contrary causes. But some 
things are done from hatred. Therefore all 
things are not done from love. 

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv)* that “all things, whatever they do, they 
do for the love of good.” 

I answer that, Every agent acts for an end, 
as stated above (q. 1, A. 2). Now the end is the 
good desired and loved by each one. Therefore 
it is evident that every agent, whatever it be, 
does every action from love of some kind. 

Reply Obj. 1. This objection takes love as a 
passion existing in the sensitive appetite. But 
here we are speaking of love in a general sense, 
according as it includes intellectual, rational, 
animal, and natural love; for it is in this sense 
that Dionysius speaks of love in chap. iv of De 
Divinis Nominibus. 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (A. 5) desire, 
sadness and pleasure, and consequently all the 
other passions of the soul, result from love. 
Therefore every act that proceeds from any 
passion proceeds also from love as from a first 
cause. And so the other passions, which are 
proximate causes, are nc’ superfluous. 

Reply Obj. 3. Hatred also is caused by love, 
as we Shall state further on (Q. XxXIX, A. 2). 


QUESTION XXIX 
OF HATRED 
(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider hatred, concerning 
which there are six points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether evil is the cause and the object of 
hatred? (2) Whether love is the cause of 
hatred? (3) Whether hatred is stronger than 
love? (4) Whether a man can hate himself 
(5) Whether a man can hate the truth? (6) 
Whether a thing can be the object of universal 
hatred? 
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ArticLe 1. Whether Evil Is the ee 
and Object of Hatred? 


We proceed thus to the First Apres It 
seems that evil ts not the object and cause of 
hatred. 

Objection 1. For everything that exists, as 
such; is good. If therefore evil is the object of 
hatred, it follows that nothing but the lack 
of something can be the object of hatred, which 
is clearly untrue. 

Obj. 2. Further, hatred of evil is praise- 
worthy; hence (II Machab. 3. 1) some are 
praised for that the laws were very well kept, 
because of the godliness of Onias the high- 
priest, and the hatred their souls (Douay,—his 
soul) had of evil. Tf, therefore, nothing but 
evil be the object of hatred, it would follow that 
all hatred is commendable. And this is clearly 
false. 

Obj. 3. Further, the same thing is not at the 
same time both good and evil. But the same 
thing is lovable and hateful to different sub- 
jects. Therefore hatred is not only of evil, but 
also of good. 

On the contrary, Hatred is the opposite of 
love. But the object of love is good, as stated 
above (Q. XXVI, A. 1; Q. XXVU, A. 1). Therefore 
the object of hatred is evil. 

I answer that, Since the natural appetite is 
the result of some apprehension (though this 
apprehension is not in the same subject as the 
natural appetite), it seems that what applies to 
the inclination of the natural appetite, applies 
also to the animal appetite, which does result 
from an apprehension in the same subject, as 
stated above (Q. XxvI, A. 1). Now, with regard 
to the natural appetite, it is evident that just 
as each thing is naturally attuned and adapted 
to that which is suitable to it, in which natural 
love consists, so has it a natural dissonance 
from that which opposes and destroys it; and 
this is natural hatred. Hence therefore, in the 
animal appetite, or in the intellectual appetite, 
love is a certain harmony of the appetite with 
that which is apprehended as suitable, while 
hatred is a certain dissonance of the appetite 
from that which is apprehended as repugnant 
and hurtful. Now, just as whatever is suitable, 
as such, bears the aspect of good, so whatever 
is repugnant, as such, bears the aspect of evil. 
And therefore, just as good is the object of 
love, so evil is the object of hatred. 

Reply Obj. 1. Being, as such has not the 
aspect of incompatibility but only of fitting- 
ness, because all things agree in being. But 
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being, in so fat as it is this determinate being, 
has an aspect of incompatibility to some deter- 
minate being. And in this way, dne being is 
hateful to another, and is evil; though not:in 
itself, but by comparison with something else. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as a thing may be appre- 
hended as good, when it is not truly good, so a 
thing may be apprehended as evil, although it 
is not truly evil. Hence it happens sometimes 
that neither hatred of evil nor love of good is 
good. 

Reply Obj. 3. To different things the same 
thing may be lovable or hateful, in respect of 
the natural appetite, owing to one and the same 
thing being naturally suitable to one thing and 
naturally unsuitable to another; thus heat is 
accordant with fire and not accordant with 
water. But in respect of the animal appetite, it 
is owing to one and the same thing being ap- 
prehended by one as good, by another as bad. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Love Is a Cause of Hatred? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that love is not a cause of hatred. 

Objection 1. For “the opposite members of a 
division are naturally simultancous.”! But love 
and hatred are opposite members of a division, 
since they are contrary to one another. There- 
fore they are naturally simultaneous. Therefore 
love is not the cause of hatred. 

Obj. 2. Further, of two contraries, one is not 
the cause of the other. But love and hatred are 
contraries. Therefore love is not the cause of 
hatred. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which follows is not the: 
cause of that which precedes. But it seems that 
hatred precedes love, since hatred implies a 
turning away from evil, and love implies a 
turning towards good. Therefore love is not the 
cause of hatred. 

On the contrary, Augustine says* that all 
emotions are caused by love. Therefore hatred 
also, since it is an emotion of the soul, is caused 
by love. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), love 
consists in a certain agreement of the lover with 
the thing loved, while hatred consists in a cer- 
tain disagreement or dissonance. Now we 
should consider in each thing what agrees with 
it, before that which disagrees, since a thing 
disagrees with another through destroying or 
hindering that which agrees with it. Conse- 
quently love must precede hatred, and nothing 
is hated save through being contrary to a suit- 


1 Aristotle, Categories, 13 (14533). 
2 City of God, xiv, 7 (PL 41, 410). 
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able thing which is loved. And hence it is that 
every ‘hatved'is caused by love. ; 

” Reply Obj. 1. The opposite stealer: of a 
division: are sometimes’ naturally simultaneous, 
both really and logically; for instance, two 
Species of animal, or two species ‘of colour. 
Sometimes they are simultaneous logically, 
while, in reality, one precedes, and causes the 
other; for instance, the species of numbers, 
figures and movements. Sometimes they are 
not simultaneous either really or logically; for 
instance, substance and accident, for substance 
is in reality the cause of accident, and being 
is predicated of substance before it is predicated 
of accident by a priority of reason, because it 
is not predicated of accident except in so far as 
the latter is in substance. Now love and hatred 
are naturally simultaneous logically, but not 
really. And so nothing hinders love from being 
the cause of hatred. 

Reply Obj. 2. Love and hatred are contraries 
if consideréd in respect of the same thing. But 
if taken in respect of contraries, they are not 
themselves contrary, but consequent to one 
another; for it amounts to the same that one 
love a certain thing, or that one hate its con- 
trary. Thus love of one thing is the cause of 
one’s hating its contrary. 

Reply Obj. 3. In the order of execution, the 
turning away from one term precedes the turn- 
ing towards the other. But the reverse is the 
case in the order of intention, since approach 
to one term is the reason for turning away from 
the other. Now the appetitive movement per- 
tains rather to the order of intention than to 
that of execution. Therefore love precedes 
hatred because each is an appetitive movement. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Hatred Is Stronger 
Than Love? 


' We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that hatred is stronger than love. 
Objection 1. For Augustine says (QQ. LXXXI, 
gu. 36):' “There is no one who does not flee 
from pain more-than he desires pleasure.” But 
flight from pain pertains to hatred, while desire 
for pleasure’ belongs to love. Therefore hatred 
is stronger than love. 

Obj, 2. Further, the weaker is overcome by 
the stronger. But love is overcome by hatred, 
when, that is to say, love is turned into hatred. 
Therefore hatred is stronger than love. 

Obj. 3. Further, the emotions of the soul are 
shown by their effects. But man insists more 
on repelling what is naistul than on seeking 

1 PL. 40, 25. 
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what is pleasant; thus also irrational animals 
refrain from pleasure ‘for fear of the whip, as 
Augustine instances (Joe: : cit:). Tien ore 
hatred is stronger than love. 

On the contrary, Good is stronger than evil, 
because evil does nothing except in virtue of 
good, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),? But 
hatred and love differ according to the dif- 
ference of good and evil. Therefore hatred is 
stronger than love. 

I answer that, It is impossible for an effect - 
be stronger than its cause. Now every hatred 
arises from some love as its cause, as above 
stated. (a, 2). Therefore it is impossible abso- 
lutely for hatred to be stronger than love. 

But furthermore, love must be stronger, ab- 
solutely speaking, than hatred. Because a thing 
is moved to the end more strongly than to the 
means. Now turning away from evil is ordered 
as a means to the gaining of good, as to amend. 
Therefore, absolutely speaking, the soul’s move- 
ment in respect of good is stronger than its 
movement in respect of evil. 

Nevertheless hatred sometimes seems to be 
stronger than love, for two reasons. First, be- 
cause hatred is more keenly felt than love. For, 
since the sensitive perception is accompanied 
by a certain change, when once the change has 
been received it is not felt so keenly as in the 
moment of being changed. Hence the heat of a 
hectic fever, though greater, is nevertheless not 
felt so much as the heat of a tertian fever, be- 
cause the heat of the hectic fever is, as it were, 
habitual and like a second nature. For this rea- 
son, love is felt more keenly in the absence of 
the object loved; thus Augustine says (De 
Trin. x, 12)' that “love is felt more keenly 
when we lack what we love.” And for the same 
reason, the unbecomingness of that which is 
hated is felt more keenly than the becomingness 
of that which is loved. Secondly, because com- 
parison is made between a hatred and a love 
which do not correspond to one another. Be- 


“cause according to different degrees of good 


there are different degrees of love to which 
correspond different degrees of hatred. There- 
fore a hatred that corresponds to a greater rove 
moves us more than a lesser love. 

Hence it is clear how to reply to the First 
Objection. For the love of pleasure is less than 
the love of self-preservation, to which cor- 
responds flight from pain and therefore we flee 
from pain more than we love pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 2. Hatred would never overcome 
love were it not for the greater love to which 

® Sect. 20 (PG 3, 717). PL 42, 984. 
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that hatred corresponds..Thus man loves: him- 
self riore:than he loves his friend: and because 
he loves himself, his friend is hateful to him if 
he oppose him. 

Reply 0d}. 3. The reason why we act with 
greater insistence in repelling what is hateful 
is because we feel hatred more keenly. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether a Man Can Hate Himself? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that a man can hate himself. 

Objection 1, For it is written (Ps. ro. 6): 
He that loveth inignity, hateth his own soul. 
But ‘many love iniquity. Therefore many hate 
themselves. 

Obj. 2. Further, him we hate, to whom we 
wish and work evil. But sometimes a man 
wishes and works evil to himself; for example, 
a man who kills himself. Therefore some men 
hate themselves. 

Obj, 3. Further, Boéthius says (De Consol. 
ii, 5)! that “avarice makes a man hateful”; 
from this we may conclude that everyone hates 
a miser. But some men are misers. Therefore 
they hate themselves. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Eph. 5. 
29) that no man ever hated his own flesh. 

I answer that, Properly speaking, it is im- 
possible for a man to hate himself, For every- 
thing naturally desires good, nor can anyone de- 
sire anything for himself, save under the aspect 
of good; for “evil is outside the scope of the 
will,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).2 Now 
to love a man is to will good to him, as stated 
above (Q. XXVI, A. 4). Consequently, a man 
must, of necessity, love himself; and it is im- 
possible for a man to hate himself, properly 
speaking. 

But accidentally it happens that a man hates 
himself, and this in two ways. First, on the 
part of the good which a man wills to himself. 
For it happens sometimes that what is desired 
as good in some particular respect, is evil abso- 
lutely; and in this way, a man accidentally wills 
evil to himself; and thus hates himself. Sec- 
ondly, in regard to himself, to whom he wills 
good. For each thing is that which is predom- 
inant in it; hence the state is said to do what 
the king does, as if the king were the whole 
state. Now it is clear that man is principally 
the mind of man. And it happens that some 
men account themselves as being principally 
that which they are in their bodily and sensitive 
nature. And so they love themselves according 


1 PL 63, 690. 
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to what they take.themselves. to, be, while.they 
hate that which. they. really are, by desiring 
what is contrary.to reason. And in both these 
ways, he that loveth iniquity hateth not. ony 
hts own soul, but also himself, 

From this the reply to the First Objection 
is evident. 

‘Reply Obj, 2. No man wills and works evil to 
himself, except as he apprehends it under the. 
aspect of good. For even they who kill them- 
selves apprehend death itself as a good, con- 
sidered as putting an end to some i ald 
or pain. 

Reply Obj. 3. The miser hates something an 
cidental to himself, but not for that reason 
does he hate himself; thus a sick man hates his 
sickness for the very reason that he loves him- 
self. Or we may say that avarice makes man 
hateful to others, but not to himself. In fact, it 
is caused by a disordered self-love, in respect 
of which man desires temporal goods for nae 
self more than he should. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether a Man Can Hate the, | 
Truth? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: 
seems that a man cannot hate the truth. 

Objection 1. For good, true, and being are 
convertible. But a man cannot hate good. 
Neither, therefore, can he hate the truth. 

Obj. 2. Further, ‘All men have a natural de- 
sire for knowledge,” as stated in the beginning 
of the Metaphysics? But knowledge is only of 
true things. Therefore truth is naturally desired 
and loved: But that which is in a thing naturally 
is always in it. Therefore no man can hate the 
truth. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says‘ that 

“men love those who are straightforward.” But 
there can be no other motive for this save truth, 
Therefore man loves the truth naturally. nee: 
fore he cannot hate it. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Gal. 4. 
16): Am I become your enemy because I teil 
Mi the truth?® 

' I answer that, Good, true and being aré the 
same in reality, but differ as considered by 
reason. For good is considered in the light of 
something desirable, while being and true are 
not so considered, for the good is what all 
things seek. Therefore good, as such, cannot 
be the object of hatred, neither in the universal 


3 Aristotle, 1, x (980%21). . _ 
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not in the particular.’’Being and truth in the 
tthiversal cannot be the object of hatred be- 
cause disagreement is the cause of hatred, and 
agreement is the cause of love, while being and 
truth are common to all things. But nothing 
hinders some particular being or some par- 
ticular truth being an object of hatred, in so 
far as it is considered as something contrary 
and repugnant; for contrariness and repugnance 
are not incompatible with the notion of being 
and truth, as they are with the notion of good. 

Now it may happen in three ways that some 
particular truth is repugnant or contrary to the 
good we love. First, according as truth is in 
things as in its cause and origin. And thus man 
sometimes hates a particular truth when he 
wishes that what is true were not true. Sec- 
ondly, according as truth is in man’s knowledge, 
which hinders him from gaining the object 
loved; such is the case of those who wish not to 
know the truth of faith, that they may sin 
freely; in whose person it is said (Job 21. 14): 
We desire not the knowledge of Thy ways. 
Thirdly, a particular truth is hated as some- 
thing repugnant according as it is in the in- 
tellect of another man; as, for instance, when 
a man wishes to remain indolent in his sin, he 
hates that anyone should know the truth about 
his sin. In this respect, Augustine says! that 
men “love truth when it enlightens, they hate 
it when it reproves.” This suffices for the Reply 
to the First Objection. 

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of truth is 
lovable in itself; hence Augustine says that 
mien love it when it enlightens. But accidentally, 
the knowledge of truth may become hateful, in 
so far as it hinders one from accomplishing 
one’s desire. 

Reply Obj. 3. The reason why we love those 
who are straightforward is because they tell 
the truth, the knowledge of which is lovable for 
its own sake. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Anything Can Be an 


Object of Universal Hatred? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that a thing cannot be an object of uni- 
versal hatred. 

Objection 1. Because hatred is a passion of 
the sensitive appetite, which is moved by an 
apprehension in the senses. But the senses can- 
not apprehend the universal. Therefore a thing 
cannot be an object of universal hatred. 

Obj. 2. Further, hatred is caused by dis- 
sonance; and where there is dissonance, there 
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is nothing in common. But the notion of uni- 
versality implies something in common. There- 
fore nothing can be the object of ‘universal 
hatred. 

Obj. 3. Further, the object of hatred is evil. 
But “evil is in things, and: not in the mind.” 
Since therefore the universal is in the mind 
only, which abstracts the universal from the 
particular, it seems that hatred cannot have a 
universal object. 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says? that 
“anger is directed always to something singular, 
whereas hatred is also directed to a thing in 
general; for everybody hates the thief and the 
backbiter.” 

I answer that, There are two ways of speak- 
ing of the universal: first, according as it is 
under the intention of universality; secondly, 
as considered in the nature to which the inten- 
tion is attributed; for it is one thing to consider 
the universal man, and another to consider 
man in that which is a man. If, therefore, we 
take the universal in the first way, no sensitive 
power, whether of apprchension or of appetite, 
can attain the universal, because the universal 
is obtained by abstraction from individual mat- 
ter, in which every sensitive power is rooted. 

Nevertheless the sensitive powers, both of 
apprehension and of appetite, can tend to some- 
thing universally. Thus we say that the object 
of sight is colour considered generically; not 
that the sight knows universal colour, but be- 
cause the fact that colour is knowable by the 
sight is attributed to colour, not as being this 
particular colour, but because it is colour ab- 
solutely. Accordingly hatred in the sensitive 
part can regard something universally, because 
this thing, by reason of its common nature, and 
not merely as an individual, is hostile to the 
animal—for instance, a wolf in regard to a 
sheep. Hence a sheep hates the wolf generally. 
On the other hand, anger is always caused by 
something in particular because it is caused by 
some action of the one that hurts us, and ac- 
tions proceed from individuals. For this reason 
the Philosopher says* that “anger is always 
directed to something singular, whereas hatred 
can be directed to a thing in general.” But ac- 
cording as hatred is in the intellectual part, 
since it arises from the universal apprehensjon 
of the intellect, it can regard the universal in 
both ways. ' 

Reply Obj. 1. The senses do not apprehend 
the universal as such; but they apprehend 
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something to which the character of univer- 
sality is given by abstraction. 

Reply Obj. 2. That which is common to all 
cannot be a reason of hatred. But nothing hin- 
ders a thing from being common to many and 
dissonant to others, so as to be hateful to them. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument considers the 
universal under the intention of universality, 
and thus it does not come under the sensitive 
apprehension or appetite. 


QUESTION XXX 
OF CONCUPISCENCE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE have now to consider concupiscence, under 
which head there are four points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether concupiscence is in the sensitive 
appetite only? (2) Whether concupiscence is a 
special passion? (3) Whether some concupis- 
cences are natural, and some not natural? (4) 
Whether concupiscence is infinite? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Concupiscence Is 
in the Sensitive Appetite Only? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that concupiscence is not only in the sensitive 
appetite. 

Objection 1. For there is a concupiscence of 
wisdom, according to Wis. 6. 21: The concupis- 
cence (Douay,—desire) of wisdom bringeth to 
the everlasting kingdom. But the sensitive ap- 
petite can have no tendency to wisdom. There- 
fore concupiscence is not only in the sensitive 
appetite. 

Obj. 2. Further, the desire for the command- 
ments of God is not in the sensitive appetite; 
rather the Apostle says (Rom. 7. 18): There 
dwelleth not in me, that is to say, in my flesh, 
that which is good. But desire for God’s com- 
mandments falls under concupiscence, accord- 
ing to Ps. 118. 20: My soul hath coveted (con- 
cupivit) to long for thy justification. Therefore 
concupiscence is not only in the sensitive ap- 
petite. 

Obj. 3. Further, proper good to each power is 
a matter of concupiscence. Therefore concupis- 
cence is in each power of the soul, and not only 
in the sensitive appetite. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 12)! that “the irrational part which 
is subject and amenable to reason, is divided 
into concupiscence and anger. This is the irra- 
tional part of the soul, passive and appetitive.” 


1PG 94, 928; also Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., xv (PG 
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Therefore concupiscence is in the sensitive ap- 
petite. 0 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,? “‘con- 
cupiscence is a desire for that which is pleas- 
ant.” Now pleasure is twofold, as we shall state 
later on (Q. XXXI, AA. 3, 4). One is in the in- 
telligible good, which is the good of reason; the 
other is in good perceptible to the senses. The 
former pleasure seems to be in the sou! alone. 
But the latter is in both soul and body, because 
the sense is a power seated in a bodily organ, 
and so sensible good is the good of the whole 
composite. Now concupiscence seems to be the 
desire for this latter pleasure, since it pertains 
at the same time to both soul and body, as is 
implied by the very word concupiscentia in- 
dicates. Therefore, properly speaking, con- 
cupiscence js in the sensitive appetite, and in 
the concupiscible power, which takes its name 
from it. 

Reply Obj. 1. The desire for wisdom, or other 
spiritual goods is sometimes called concupis- 
cence, either by reason of a certain likeness, or 
on account of the desire in the higher part of 
the soul being so intense that it overflows into 
the lower appetite, so that the latter also, in its 
own way, tends to the spiritual good, following 
the lead of the higher appetite, the result being 
that the body itself tenders its service in spir- 
itual matters, according to Ps. 83. 3: My heart 
and my flesh have rejoiced in the living God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Properly speaking, desire may 
be not only in the lower, but also in the higher 
appetite. For it does not imply fellowship in 
craving, as concupiscence does, but simply 
movement towards the thing desired. 

Reply Obj. 3. It pertains to each power of 
the soul to seck its proper good by the natural 
appetite, which does not follow from apprehen- 
sion. But the desire for good by the animal ap- 
petite, which follows apprehension, belongs to 
the appetitive power alone. And to desire a 
thing under the aspect of a good delightful to 
the senses, in which concupiscence properly 
consists, pertains to the concupiscible power. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Concupiscence Is 
a Special Passion? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that concupiscence is not a special 
passion of the concupiscible power. 

Objection 1, For passions are distinguished 
by their objects. But’ the object of the con- 
cupiscible power is something delightful to the 
senses, and this is also the object of concupis- 

2 Rhetoric, 1, 1 (t370°%7), 
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cence, as ‘the Philosopher declares.’ Therefore 
-concupiscence is not & special passion of the 
concupiscible power. 
. Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (09. LXxxxrt1, 
33) that “cupidity is the love of transitory 
things,” so that it is not distinct from love. But 
all particular passions are distinct from one an- 
other. Therefore concupiscence is not a special 
passion in the concupiscible power. 

Obj. 3. Further, to each passion of the con- 
cupiscible power there is a particular contrary 
passion in that power, as stated above (Q. xxII, 
A. 4). But no special passion of the concupis- 
cible power is contrary to concupiscence. For 
Damascene says (De Fide Orthod ii, 12)? that 
““vood when desired gives rise to concupiscence, 
when present, gives joy; in like manner, the evil 
we apprehend makes us fear, the evil that is 
present makes us sad,” from which we gather 
that as sadness is contrary to joy, so is fear con- 
trary to concupiscence. But fear is not in the 
concupiscible, but in the irascible part. There- 
fore concupiscence is not a special passion of 
the concupiscible power. 

On the contrary, Concupiscence is caused by 
love, and tends to pleasure, both of which are 
passions of the concupiscible power. Hence it is 
distinguished from the other concupiscible pas- 
sions, aS a special passion. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1; Q. 
XXIII, A. 1), the good which gives pleasure to 
the senses is the common object of the con- 
cupiscible part. Hence the various concupiscible 
passions are distinguished according to the dif- 
ferences of that good. Now the diversity of the 
object can arise from the very nature of the 
object, or from a diversity in its power of act- 
ing. The diversity derived from the nature of 
the active object causes a material difference 
of passions, while the difference in regard to its 
active power causes a formal diversity of pas- 
sions, in respect of which the passions differ 
specifically. 


Now the character of the moving power of 


the end: or of the good differs according as it 
is really present, or absent, because, according 
as it is present, it causes us io find rest in it; 
but according as it is absent, it causes us to 
be moved towards it. And so the object of sen- 
sible pleasure causes love in so far as, so to 
speak, it adopts and shapes the appetite to it- 
self; it causes concupiscence in so far as, when 
absent, it draws the power to itself; and it be- 
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gets ‘pleasure in so far as, when present, it 
causes the power to find rest in it. Accordingly, 
concupiscence is a passion differing in species 
from both love and pleasure. But concupis- 
cences of this or that pleasurable object differ 
innumber. 

‘Reply Obj. I. Pleasurable good is the object 
of concupiscence not absolutely, but considered 
as absent, just as the sensible, considered as 
past, is the object of memory. For these par- 
ticular conditions diversify the species of pas- 
sions, and even of the powers of the sensitive 
part, which looks to particular things. 

Reply Obj. 2. In the passage quoted we have 
casual, not essential, predication, for cupidity 
is not essentially love, but an effect of love. 
We may also say that Augustine is taking 
cupidity in a wide sense for any movement of 
the appetite in respect of good to come, so that 
it includes both love and hope. 

Reply Obj. 3. The passion which is directly 
contrary to concupiscence has no name, and 
stands in relation to evil as concupiscence in 
regard to good. But since, like fear, it regards 
the absent evil, sometimes it goes by the name 
of fear, just as hope is sometimes called 
cupidity. For a small good or evil is accounted 
as though it were nothing; and consequently 
every movement of the appetite in future good 
or evil is called hope or fear, which regard good 
and evil as arduous. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Some Concupiscences - 
Are Natural, and Some Not Natural? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that concupiscences are not divided 
into those which are natural and those which 
are not. 

Objection 1. For concupiscence pertains to 
the animal appetite, as stated above (A. 1. Reply 
3). But the natural appetite is divided against 
the animal appetite. Therefore no concupis- 
cence is natural. 

Obj, 2. Further, material difference makes no 
difference of species, but only numerical dif- 
ference, a difference which is outside the scope 
of art. But if some concupiscences are natural, 
and some not, they differ only in respect of 
their objects, which amounts to a material dif- 
ference, and one of number only. Therefore 
concupiscences should not be divided into those 
that are natural and those that are not. 

Obj. 3. Further, reason is divided against na- 
ture, as stated in the Physics. ‘ If therefore in 
man there is a concupiscence which is. not nate 
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ural,-it must be rational: But this is impossible, 
because, since concupiscence is a passion, it be- 
longs to the sensitive appetite, and not to the 
will, which is the rational appetite. Therefore 
there are no concupiscences which are not nat- 
ural. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher distin- 
guishes! natural concupiscences from those that 
are not natural. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), con- 
cupiscence is the desire for pleasurable good. 
Now a thing is pleasurable in two ways. First, 
because it is suitable to the nature of the an- 
imal; for example, food, drink, and the like. 
And concupiscence of such pleasurable things 
is said to be natural. Secondly, a thing is pleas- 
utable because it is apprehended as suitable to 
the animal, as when one apprehends something 
as good and suitable, and consequently takes 
pleasure in it. And concupiscence of such pleas- 
urable things is said to be not natural, and is 
more customarily called cupidity. 

Accordingly concupiscences of the first kind, 
or natural concupiscences, are common to men 
and other animals, because to both is there 
something suitable and pleasurable according 
to nature, and in these all men agree. Therefore 
the Philosopher? calls them common and neces- 
sary.—But concupiscences of the second kind 
are proper to men, to whom it is proper to de- 
vise something as good and suitable, beyond 
that which nature requires. Hence the Philos- 
opher says® that “the former concupiscences 
are irrational, but the latter, rational.” And be- 
cause different men reason differently, therefore 
the latter are also called‘ peculiar to the in- 
dividual and acquired, that is, in addition to 
those that are natural. 

Reply Obj, 1. The same thing that is desired 
by the natural appetite. may be desired by the 
animal appetite, once it is apprehended. And in 
this way there may be an animal concupiscence 
for food, drink and the like, which are objects 
of the natural appetite. 

Reply Obj. 2. The difference between those 
concupiscences that are natural and those that 
are not is not merely a material difference; it 
is also, in a way, formal, in so far as it proceeds 
from a difference in the active object. Now the 
object of the appetite is the apprehended good. 
Hence diversity of the active object follows 
from diversity of apprehension—according as a 
thing is apprehended as suitable, either by ab- 
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solute apprehension, front which arise ‘natural 
concupiscences, which the Philosopher calls ir- 
rational ;® or by apprehension together with 
deliberation, from which arise those concupis- 
cences that are not natural, and which for this 
very reason the Philosopher calls rational.® 

Reply Obj. 3. Man has not only universal rea- 
son, pertaining to the intellectual part, but also 
particular reason pertaining to the sensitive 
part, as stated in the First Part (q. Lxxvim, 
A. 43 Q. LXXXI, A. 3), so that even rational con- 
cupiscence may pertain to the sensitive ap- 
petite. Moreover the sensitive appetite can be 
moved by the universal reason also, through the 
means of the particular imagination. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Concupiscence Is Infinite? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that concupiscence is nat infinite. 

Objection 1. For the object of concupiscence 
is good, which has the aspect of an end. But 
where there is infinity there is no end.” There- 
fore concupiscence cannot be infinite. 

Obj. 2. Further, concupiscence is of the suit- 
able good, since it proceeds from love. But the 
infinite is without proportion, and therefore un- 
suitable. Therefore concupiscence cannot be in- 
finite. 

Obj. 3. Further, there is no passing through 
infinite things, and thus there is no reaching 
an ullimate term in them. But the subject of 
concupiscence is delighted by the fact that he 
attains the ultimate term. Therefore, if concu- 
piscence were infinite, no delight would ensue. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“since concupiscence is infinite, men desire an 
infinite number of things.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), con- 
cupiscence is twofold; one is natural, the other 
is not natural. Natural concupiscence cannot be 
actually infinite, because it is of that which na- 
ture requires; and nature always tends to some- 
thing finite and fixed. Hence man never desires 
infinite meat, or infinite drink. But just as in 
nature there is potential successive infinity, so 
this kind of concupiscence can be infinite suc- 
cessively; so that, for instance, after getting 
food, a man may desire food yet again, and so 
of anything else that nature requires; because 
these bodily goods, when obtained, do not last 
for ever, but fail. Hence Our Lord said to the 
woman of Samaria (John 4. 13): Whosoever 
drinketh of this water, shall thirst again. 
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But non-natural concupiscence is altogether 
infinite. Because, as stated above (A. 3) it fol- 
lows from the reason, and it belongs to the 
reason to proceed to infinity. Hence he that 
desires riches may desire to be rich beyond a 
fixed limit, and absolutely to be as rich as pos- 
sible. 

Another reason may be assigned, according to 
the Philosopher,’ why a certain concupiscence 
is finite, and another infinite. Because concupis- 
cence of the end is always infinite, since the 
end is desired for its own sake, for instance, 
health, and thus greater health is more desired, 
and so on to infinity; just as, if a white thing 
of itself dilates the sight, that which is more 
white dilates yet more. On the other hand, con- 
cupiscence of the means is not infinite, because 
the concupiscence of the means is in suitable 
proportion to the end. Consequently those who 
place their end in riches have an infinite con- 
cupiscence of riches; but those who desire 
riches on account of the necessities of life, de- 
sire a finite measure of riches. sufficient for the 
necessities of life, as the Philosopher says.’ 
The same applies to the concupiscence of any 
other things. 

Reply Obj. 1. Every object of concupiscence 
is taken as something finite, either because it is 
finite in reality, as being actually desired at a 
single time, or because it is finite as appre- 
hended. For it cannot be apprehended as in- 
finite, since “the infinite is that from which, 
however much we may take, there always re- 
mains something to be taken.” 

Reply Obj. 2. The reason is possessed of in- 
finite power, in a certain sense, in so far as it 
can consider a thing infinitely, as appears in the 
addition of numbers and lines. Consequently, 
the infinite. taken in a certain way, 1s propor- 
tionate to reason. And the universal which the 
reason apprehends is infinite in a sense, in so 
far as it contains potentially an infinite number 
of singulars. 


Reply Obj. 3. In order that a man be de- ' 


lighted, there is no need for him to realize all 
that he desires, for he delight» in the realiza- 
tion of each object of his concupiscence. 


QUESTION XXXI 
Or PLEASURE CONSIDERED IN ITSELF 
(In Eight Articles) 


We must now consider pleasure (delectatio) 
and sadness. Concerning pleasure four things 
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must be considered: (1) Pleasure in itself (og. 
xxx1t); (2) The causes of pleasure; (3) Its 
effects (Q. xxxtI1); (4) Its goodness and malice 
(Q. XXXIV). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether pleasure is a passion? 
(2) Whether pleasure is subject to time? (3) 
Whether it differs from joy? (4) Whether it is 
in the intellectual appetite? (5) Of the pleas- 
ures of the higher appetite compared with the 
pleasures of the lower. (6) Of sensible pleasures 
compared with one another. (7) Whether any 
pleasure is non-natural? (8) Whether one 
pleasure can be contrary to another? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Pleasure Is a Passion? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that pleasure is not a passion. 

Objection 1. For Damascene (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 22)4 distinguishes operation from 
passion, and says that “operation is a movement 
in accord with nature, while passion is a move- 
ment contrary to nature.” But “pleasure is an 
operation,” according to the Philosopher.® 
Therefore pleasure is not a passion. 

Qbj. 2. Further, to be passive is to be moved, 
as stated in the Physics.® But pleasure does not 
consist in being moved, but in having been 
moved for it is caused by good already gained. 
Therefore pleasure is not a passion. 

Obj. 3. Further, pleasure is a kind of a per- 
fection of the one who is delighted “for it per- 
fects operation,” as stated in the Ethics.? But 
‘to be perfected does not consist in being pas- 
sive or in heing changed, as stated in the 
Physics’ and the treatise on the Soul. There- 
fore pleasure is not a passion. 

On the contrary, Augustine puts pleasure 
whether joy or gladness, among the other pas- 
sions of the soul.!° 

1 answer that, The movements of the sensi- 
tive appetites are properly called passions, as 
stated above (Q. XXII, A. 3). Now every emotion 
arising from a sensitive apprehension is a move- 
ment of the sensitive appetite. But this must 
be in what pleasure consists, since, according 
to the Philosopher," ‘Pleasure is a certain 
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movement of the soul and a sensible establish- 
ing thereof all at once, in keeping with the 
nature of the thing.” 

In order to understand this, we must. observe 
that just as in natural things some happen to at- 
tain to their natural perfections, so does this 
happen in animals. And though movement to- 
wards perfection does not occur all at once, yet 
the attainment of natural perfection does occur 
all at once. Now there is this difference between 
animals and other natural things, that when 
these latter are established in the state becom- 
ing their nature, they do not perceive it, while 
animals do. And from this perception there 
arises a certain movement of the soul in the 
sensitive appetite and this movement is called 
pleasure. Accordingly by saying that pleasure 
is “a movement of the soul,” we designate its 
genus, By saying that it is “an establishing in 
keeping with the thing’s nature,” that is, with 
that which exists in the thing we assign the 
cause of pleasure, namely, the presence of a 
connatural good. By saying that this establishing 
is ‘all at once,’ we mean that this establishing 
is to be understood not as in the process of es- 
tablishment, but as in the fact of complete es- 
tablishment, in the term of the movement, as it 
were; for pleasure is not a becoming as Plato 
maintained, but a complete fact, as stated in the 
Ethics.’ Lastly, by saying that this establishing 
is “sensible,” we exclude the perfections of in- 
sensible things in which there is no pleasure. It 
is therefore evident that, since pleasure is a 
movement of the animal appetite arising from 
an apprehension of sense, it is a passion of the 
soul. 

Reply Obj 1. Connatural operation, which Is 
unhindered, is a second perfection, as stated in 
the book on the Soul,? and therefore when a 
thing is established in its proper connatural and 
unhindered operation, pleasure follows, which 
consists in a state of completion, as observed 
above. Accordingly when we say that pleasure 
is an operation, we predicate not its essence but 
its cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. A twofold movement is to be 
observed in an animal: one, according to the 
intention of the end, and this helongs to the ap- 
petite; the other, according to the execution, 
and this belongs to the external operation. And 
so, although in him who has already gained the 
good in which he delights, the movement of exe- 
cution ceases, by which he tends to the end, yet 
the movement of the appetitive part does not 
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cease, since, just as before it desired that which 
it had not, so afterwards does it delight in that 
which it possesses. For though pleasure is a cer- 
tain repose of the appetite, if we consider the 
presence of the pleasurable good that satisfies 
the appetite, nevertheless there remains the 
change made on the appetite by its object, by 
reason of which pleasure is a kind of movement. 
Reply Obj. 3. Although the name of passion 
is More appropriate to those passions which 
have a corruptive and evil tendency, such as 
bodily ailments, and sadness and fear in the 
soul, yet some passions are ordered to some- 
thing good, as stated above (Q. xxItt, AA. 1, 4). 
And in this sense pleasure is called a passion. 


ARTICLE 2, Whether Pleasure Is in Time? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that pleasure is in time. 

Objection 1. For “pleasure is a kind of move- 
ment,” as the Philosopher says.? But all move- 
ment is in time. Therefore pleasure is in time. 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing is said to last long 
and to be lingering in respect of time. But some 
pleasures are called lingering. Therefore pleas- 
ure is in time. 

Obj. 3. Further, the passions of the soul are 
of one same genus. But some passions of the 
soul are in time. Therefore pleasure is too. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ that 
‘no one takes pleasure according te time.” 

I answer that, A thing may be in time in two 
ways: first, by itself; secondly, by reason of 
something else, and accidentally as it were. For 
since time is the measure of successive things, 
those things are of themselves said to be in 
time to which, of their very notion, succession or 
something pertaining to succession belongs; 
such are movement, repose, speech and the like. 
On the other hand, those things are said to be 
in time by reason of something else and not of 
themselves, to which succession does not be- 
long of their very notion, but which are subject 
to something successive. Thus the fact of being 
a man Is not of its very notion something suc- 
cessive; for it is not a movement, but the term 
of a movement or change, namely, of his being 
begotten. Yet, because human being is subject 
to changeable causes, in this respect, to be a man 
is in time. 

Accordingly, we must say that pleasure, of it- 
self indeed, is not in time; for it concerns good 
already gained, which is, as it were, the term of 
the movement. But if this good gained be sub- 
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ject to.change, the pleasure will be in time acci- 
dentally; if however it be altogether unchange- 
able, the pleasure will not be in time, either by 
réason of itself or accidentally. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated in the book on the 
Soul, movement is twofold. One is “the act of 
something imperfect,” ‘namely, existing in po- 
tency as such; this movement is successive and 
is in time. Another movement is “the act of 
something perfect,” that is, existing in act, for 
example, to understand, to feel, and to will and 
the like, and also to delight. This movement is 
not successive, nor is it of itself in time. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pleasure is said to be long 
lasting or lingering, according as it is acciden- 
tally in time. 

Reply Obj. 3. Other passions have not for 
their object a good obtained, as pleasure has. 
Therefore there is more of the movement of the 
imperfect in them than in pleasure. And conse- 
quently it belongs more to pleasure not to be in 
time. 


ArtIcte 3. Whether Pleasure Differs From Joy? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that pleasure is altogether the same 
as joy. 

Objection 1. Because the passions of the soul 
differ according to their objects. But pleasure 
and joy have the same object, namely, a good 
obtained. Therefore joy is altogether the same 
as pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, one movement does not end 
in two terms. But one and the same movement, 
that of concupiscence, ends in joy and pleasure. 
Therefore pleasure and joy are altogether the 
same. 

Obj. 3. Further, if joy differs from pleasure, 
it seems that there is equal reason for dis- 
tinguishing gladness, exultation, and cheerful- 
ness from pleasure, so that they would all be 
various passions of the soul. But this seems to 
be untrue. Therefore joy does not differ from 
pleasure. 

On the contrary. We do not speak of joy in 
irrational animals; but we do speak of pleasure 
in them. Therefore joy is not the same as 
pleasure. 

I answer that, Joy, as Avicenna states (De 
Anima, iv), is a kind of pleasure. For we must 
observe that, just as some concupiscences are 
natural, and some not natural, but consequent to 
reason, as stated above (9. xxx, A. 3), So also 
some pleasures are natural, and some are not 
natural but rational. Or, as Damascene (De 
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Fide Orthod: ii, 13)* and Gregory of Nyssa* put 
it, “some delights are of the body, some are of 
the soul,” which amounts to the same. For we 
take pleasure both in those things which we de- 
sire naturally, when we get them, and in those 
things which we desire as a result of reason. But 
we do not speak of joy except when pleasure 
follows reason; and so we do not ascribe joy to 
Irrational animals, but only pleasure. 

Now whatever we desire naturally can also 
be the object of reasoned desire and pleasure, 
and consequently whatever can be the object of 
pleasure, can also be the object of joy in rational 
beings. And yet everything is not always the 
object of joy, since sometimes one feels a cer- 
tain pleasure in the body without rejoicing in it 
according to reason. And accordingly pleasure 
extends to more things than does joy. 

Reply Obj. 1. Since the object of the appetite 
of the soul is an apprehended good, diversity of 
apprehension pertains, in a way, to diversity 
of the object. And so pleasures of the soul which 
are also called joys, are distinct from bodily 
pleasures, which are not called otherwise than 
pleasures, as we have observed above in regard 
to concupiscence (Q. XXX, A. 3. Reply 2). 

Reply Obj. 2. A like difference is to be ob- 
served in concupiscences also, so that pleasure 
corresponds to concupiscence, while joy cor- 
responds to desire, which seems to pertain 
more to animal concupiscence. Hence there is 
a difference of repose corresponding to the dif- 


ference of movement. 


Reply Obj. 3. These other names pertaining 
to pleasure are derived from the effects of de- 
light; for Jetitza (gladness) is derived from the 
dilatation of the heart, xs if one were to say 
latitia;® “exultation” is derived from the ex- 
terior signs of inward delight, which appear out- 
wardly in so far as the inward joy breaks forth 
from its bounds;® and “cheerfulness” is so 
called from certain special signs and effects of 
gladness.’ Yet all these names seem to pertain 
to joy; for we do not employ them save in 
speaking of rational beings. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Pleasure Is in the 
Intellectual Appetite? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that pleasure is not in the intellectu- 
al appetite. 

Objection 1. Because the Philosopher says? 
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that “pleasure is a sensible movement.” But 
sensible movement is not in the intellectual part. 
Therefore pleasure is not in the intellectual 
part. 

Obj. 2. Further, pleasure is a passion. But 
every passion is in the sensitive appetite. There- 
fore pleasure is only in the sensitive appetite. 

06j. 3. Further, pleasure is common to us and 
to the irrational animals. Therefore it is not 
elsewhere than in that part which we have in 
common with irrational animals. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 36. 4) : De- 
light in the Lord. But the sensitive appetite can- 
not reach to God; only the intellectual appetite 
can. Therefore pleasure can be in the intellectual 
appetite. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), a cer- 
tain pleasure arises from the apprehension of 
the reason. Now on the reason apprehending 
something, not only the sensitive appetite is 
moved, as regards its application to some par- 
ticular thing, but also the intellectual appetite, 
which is called the will. And accordingly, in the 
intellectual appetite or will there is that pleas- 
ure which is called joy, but not bodily pleasure. 
However, there is this difference of pleasure in 
either power, that pleasure of the sensitive ap- 
petite is accompanied by a bodily change, while 
pleasure of the intellectual appetite is nothing 
but the simple movement of the will. Hence 
Augustine says! that “desire and joy are noth- 
ing else but a volition of consent to the things 
we wish.” 

Reply Obj. 1. In this definition of the Philoso- 
pher, he uses the word “sensible” in its wide ac- 
ceptation for any kind of apprehension. For he 
says? that “pleasure is attendant upon every 
sense, as it is also upon every act of the under- 
standing and speculation.” —Or we may say that 
he is defining pleasure of the sensitive appetite. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pleasure has the character of 
passion, properly speaking, when accompanied 
by bodily change. It is not thus in the intellectu- 
al appetite, but according to simple movement, 
for thus it is also in God and the angels. Hence 
the Philosopher says® that “God rejoices by one 
simple act”; and Dionysius says at the end of 
De Cel Hier.,* that “the angels are not suscep- 
tible to our passible pleasure, but rejoice to- 
gether with God with the gladness of incorrup- 
tion.” 

Reply Obj. 3. In us there is pleasure not 
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only in common with dumb animals, but ‘also 
in common with angela. Therefore Dionysius 
says (ibid.) that “holy men often take part i 
the angelic delights.” Accordingly we have 
pleasure not only in the sensitive appetite, 
which we have in common with dumb animals, 
but also in the intellectual appetite, which we 
have in common with the angels. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Bodily and Sensible 
Pleasures Are Greater Than Spiritual and 
Intellectual Pleasures? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that bodily and sensible pleasures 
are greater than spiritual and intelligible pleas- 
ures. 

Objection 1, “For all men seek some pleas- 
ure,” according to the Philosopher.’ But more 
seek sensible pleasures, than intelligible spiritual 
pleasures. Therefore bodily pleasures are 
greater. 

Obj. 2, Further, the greatness of a cause is 
known by its effect. But bodily pleasures have 
greater effects, since ‘‘they alter the state of the 
body, and in some they cause madness.’ There- 
fore bodily pleasures are greater. 

Obj. 3. Further, bodily pleasures need to be 
tempered and checked, by reason of their 
vehemence; but there is no need to check spir- 
itual pleasures. Therefore bodily pleasures are 
greater. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 118. 103): 
How sweet are thy words on my palate; more 
than honey to my mouth! And the Philosopher 
says’ that-‘‘the greatest pleasure is derived from | 
the operation of wisdom.” 

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) pleas- 
ure arises from union with a suitable object 
when it is sensed or known. Now in the opera- 
tions of the soul, especially of the sensitive and 
intellectual soul, it must be noted, that, since 
they do not pass into outward matter, they are 
acts or perfections of the doer, for instance, to 
understand, to sense, to will, and the like; be- 
cause actions which pass into outward matter 
are actions and perfections rather of the matter 
transformed; for movement is an act produced 
by the mover in the thing moved. Accordingly 
the above mentioned actions of the sensitive 
and intellectual soul are themselves a certain 
good of the doer, and are also known by sense 
and intellect. Therefore from them also pleasure 
arises, and not only from their objects, 
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li therefore we compare intellectual pleasures 
with sensible pleasures according as we delight 
in the very actions, for instance in sensitive and 
in intellectual knowledge, without doubt intel- 
lectual pleasures are much greater than sensible 
pleasures. For man takes much more delight in 
knowing something, by understanding it, than in 
knowing something by perceiving it with his 
sense; both because intellectual knowledge is 
more perfect and because it is better known, 
since the intellect reflects on its own act more 
than sense does. Moreover intellectual knowl- 
edge is more loved; for there is no one who 
would not forfeit his bodily sight rather than 
his intellectual vision in the way beasts or fools 
are without the latter, as Augustine says in the 
City of God. 

If, however, intellectual spiritual pleasures 
be compared with sensible bodily pleasures, 
then, in themselves and absolutely speaking, 
spiritual pleasures are greater. And this appears 
from the consideration of the three things 
needed for pleasure; namely, the good which is 
brought into conjunction, that to which it is 
joined, and the union itself. For spiritual good 
is both greater and more loved than bodily good; 
a sign of this is that men abstain from even 
the greatest bodily pleasures, rather than suffer 
loss of honour which is an intellectual good. 
Likewise the intellectual part is much more 
noble and more knowing than the sensitive part. 
Also the conjunction is more intimate, more per- 
fect and more firm. More intimate, because the 
senses stop at the outward accidents of a thing, 
while the intellect penetrates to the essence; 
for the object of the intellect is what a thing is. 
More perfect, because the conjunction of the 
sensible to the sense implies movement, which 
is an imperfect act; thus sensible pleasures are 
not wholly together at once, but some part of 
them is passing away, while some other part Is 
looked forward to as yet to be realized, as is 
manifest in pleasures of the table and in sexual 
pleasures. But intelligible things are without . 
movement; hence pleasures of this kind are 
realized all at once. They are more firm, because 
the objects of bodily pleasures are corruptible 
and soon pass away; but spiritual goods are in- 
corruptible. 

On the other hand, in relation to us, bodily 
pleasures are more vehement, for three reasons. 
First, because sensible things are more known 
to us than intelligible things. Secondly, be- 
cause sensible pleasures, through being pas- 
sions of the sensitive appetite, are accompanied 
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by some alteration in the body; but this does 
not occur in spiritual pleasures unless by rea- 
son of a certain reaction of the superior appetite 
on the lower. Thirdly, because bodily pleasures 
are sought as remedies for bodily defects or 
troubles, from which various griefs arise. And 
so bodily pleasures, because they come after 
griefs of this kind, are felt the more, and conse- 
quently are more welcome than spiritual pleas- 
ures, which have no contrary griefs, as we shall 
state further on (Q. XxxXv, A. 5). 

Reply Obj. 1. The reason why more seek 
bodily pleasures is because sensible goods are 
known better and in greater numbers; and, again, 
because men need pleasures as remedies for 
many kinds of sorrow and sadness. And since 
many men cannot attain spiritual pleasures, 
which are proper to the virtuous, hence it 
is that they turn aside to seek those of the 
body. 

Reply Obj. 2. Bodily change arises more 
from bodily pleasures because they are pas- 
sions of the sensitive appetite. 

Reply 0bj7. 3. Bodily pleasures are realized 
in the sensitive part which is governed by rea- 
son; therefore they need to be tempered and 
checked by reason. But spiritual pleasures are 
in the mind, which is itself the rule; hence they 
are in themselves both sober and moderate. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether the Pleasures of Touch 
Are Greater Than the Pleasures Afforded 
By the Other Senses? 


We procecd thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that the pleasures of touch are 
not greater than the pleasures afforded by the 
other senses. 

Objection 1. Because the greatest pleasure 
seems to be that without which all joy is at an 
end. But such is the pleasure afforded by the 
sight, according to the words of Tobias 5. 12: 
What manner of joy shall be to me, who sit in 
darkness, and see not the light of heaven? 
Therefore the pleasure afforded by the sight 
is the greatest of sensible pleasures. 

Obj. 2. Further, every one finds pleasure in 
what he loves, as the Philosopher says.? But of 
all the senses the sight is loved most. Therefore 
the greatest pleasure is that which is afforded by 
the sight. 

Obj. 3. Further, the beginning of friendship 
which is for the sake of the pleasant is princi- 
pally sight. But pleasure is the cause of such 
friendship. Therefore the greatest pleasure 
seems to be afforded by sight. 


9 Rhetoric, 1, 11 (1370°19); cf. Ethics, 1, 8 (1099%8). 
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says! that 
the greatest pleasures are those which are af- 
forded by the touch. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. xxv, A. 2, 
Reply I; Q. XXVII, A. 4, Reply 1), everything 
gives pleasure according as it is loved. Now, as 
stated in the Metaphysics,? the senses are loved 
for two reasons: for the purpose of knowledge, 
and on account of their usefulness. Hence the 
senses afford pleasure in both these ways. But 
because it is proper to man to apprehend knowl- 
edge itself as something good, it follows that 
the former pleasures of the senses, that is, those 
which arise from knowledge, are proper to man; 
but pleasures of the senses, as loved for their 
usefulness, are common to all animals. 

If therefore we speak of that sensible pleas- 
ure which is by reason of knowledge, it is evi- 
dent that the sight aftords greater pleasure than 
any other sense. On the other hand, if we speak 
of that sensible pleasure which is by reason of 
usefulness, then the greatest pleasure is afforded 
by the touch. For the usefulness of sensible 
things is gauged by their relation to the preser- 
vation of the animal’s nature. Now the sensible 
objects of touch bear the closest relation to this 
usefulness; for the touch takes cognizance of 
those things of which an animal consists— 
namely, of things hot and cold and the like. 
Therefore in this respect, the pleasures of touch, 
are greater as being more closely related to the 
end. For this reason, too, other animals who do 
not experience sensible pleasure except by rea- 
son of usefulness, derive no pleasure from the 
other senses except as subordinated to the sens- 
ible objects of the touch: “for dogs do not take 
delight in the smell of hares, but in eating them; 
... nor does the lion feel pleasure in the lowing 
of an ox, but in devouring it.’ 

Since then the pleasure afforded by touch is 
the greatest in respect of usefulness, and the 
pleasure afforded by sight the greatest in re- 
spect of knowledge. if anyone wish to compare 
these two he will find that the pleasure of touch 
is. absolutely speaking. greater than the pleas- 
ure of sight. so far as the latter remains within 
the limits of sensible pleasure. Because it is 
evident that the natural in any being is also the 
strongest thing in it. And it is to these pleasures 
of the touch that the natural concupiscences, 
such as those of food, sexual union, and the like, 
are ordered. If, however, we consider the pleas- 
ures of sight according as sight is the handmaid 
of the mind, then the pleasures of sight are 


1 Ethics, 11, 10 (1118*33). 3 Aristotle, 1, 1 (980°21). 
3 Aristotle, Ethics, 11, 10 (1118*x8). 
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greater, for the same reason that intellectual 
pleasures are greater than sensible. 

Reply Obj. 1. Joy, as stated above (a. 3), 
denotes animal pleasure; and this belongs prin- 
cipally to the sight. But natural pleasure be- 
longs principally to the touch. 

Reply Obj. 2. The sight is loved most on ac- 
count of knowledge, because “it helps us to dis- 
tinguish many things” as is stated in the same 
passage.* 

Reply Obj. 3. Pleasure causes carnal love in 
one way; the sight, in another. For pleasure, 
especially that which is afforded by the touch, 
is the final cause of the friendship which is for 
the sake of the pleasant; but the sight is a cause 
like that from which a movement has its be- 
ginning, in so far as the beholder on seeing the 
lovable object receives an impression of its like- 
ness, which draws him to love it and seek its 
pleasure. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Any Pleasure Is Not 
Natural? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that no pleasure is not natural. 

Objection 1. For pleasure is to the emotions 
of the soul what repose is to bodies, But the ap- 
petite of a natural body does not rest except in a 
connatural place. Neither, therefore, can the 
repose of the animal appetite, which is pleasure, 
be elsewhere than in something connatural. 
Therefore no pleasure is non-natural. 

Obj. 2. Further, what is against nature is vio- 
lent. But “whatever is violent causes grief.’ 
Therefore’ nothing which is against nature can 
give pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, the fact of being established 
in one’s own nature. if perceived, gives rise 
to pleasure, as is evident from the Philosopher's 
definition® quoted above (A. 1). But it is natural 
to every thing to be established in its nature, 
because that movement is natural which tends 
to a natura] end. Therefore every pleasure is 
natural. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says’ that 
some things are pleasant not from nature but 
from disease. 

I answer that, We speak of that as being 
natural, which is in accord with nature, as stated 
in the Physics.2 Now in man nature can be 
taken in two ways. First, according as intellect 


4 Metaphysics, 1, 1 (g80%26). 

§ Tbéd., V, 5 (1015%28). 

* Rhetoric, 1, 11 (136933). 

7 Ethics, vt, 5, 6 (114818; 527; 1149%29). 
8 Aristotle, m1, 1 (19235; 193%32). 
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and reason is the principal part of man’s nature, 
since in respect thereof man is constituted in his 
species. And in this sense, those pleasures may 
be called-natural to man which are derived from 
things pertaining to man in respect of his rea- 
son; for instance, it is natural to man to take 
pleasure in contemplating the truth and in 
doing works of virtue. Secondly, nature in man 
may be taken as divided against reason, and 
as denoting that which is common to man and 
other animals, especially that part of man which 
does not obey reason. And in this sense, that 
which pertains to the preservation of the body, 
either as regards the individual, as food, drink, 
sleep, and the like, or as regards the species, as 
sexual intercourse, are said to afford man nat- 
ural pleasure. 

Under each kind of pleasures, we find some 
that are not natural, speaking absolutely, and 
yet connatural in some respect. For it happens in 
an individual that some one of the natural prin- 
ciples of the species is corrupted, so that some- 
thing which is contrary to the specific nature be- 
comes accidentally natural to this individual; 
thus it is natural to this hot water to give heat. 
Consequently it happens that something which 
is not natural to man, either in regard to rea- 
son, or in refard to the preservation of the body, 
becomes connatural to this individual man, on 
account of there being some corruption of na- 
ture in him. And this corruption may be either 
on the part of the body, for example, from some 
ailment (thus to a man suffering from fever, 
sweet things seem bitter, and vice versa)—-or 
from an evil temperament; thus some take 
pleasure in eating earth and coals and the like; 
-—-or on the part of the soul; thus from custom 
some take pleasure in cannibalism or in the un- 
natural intercourse of man and beast, or other 
things of this kind, which are not in accord 
with human nature. 

This suffices for the answers to the objections. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether One Pleasure Can 
Be Contrary to Another? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that one pleasure cannot be contrary to 
another. 

Objection 1, For the passions of the soul de- 
rive their species and contrariety from their ob- 
jects. Now the object of pleasure is the good. 
Since therefore good is not contrary to good, 
but “good is contrary to evil, and evil to evil,” 
as stated in the Categories,’ it seems that one 
pleasure is not contrary to another. 

1 Aristotle, rz (13°36). 
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. Ob}. 2. Further, “to one thing there is one 
contrary,” as is proved in the Metaphysics? 
But sadness is contrary to pleasure. Therefore 
pleasure is not contrary to pleasure, 

Obj. 3. Further, if one pleasure is contrary to 
another, this is only on account of the contra. 
riety of the things which give pleasure. But this 
difference is material and contrariety is a differ- 
ence of form, as stated in the Metaphysics.* 
Therefore there is no contrariety eeern g one 
pleasure and another. 

On the contrary, “Things of the same genus 
that impede one another are contraries,” ac- 
cording to the Philosopher.‘ But some pleasures 
impede one another, as stated in the Ethics. 
Therefore some pleasures are contrary to one 
another. 

I answer that, Pleasure, in the emotions of 
the soul, is likened to repose in natural bodies, 
as stated above (Q. xxi, A. 4). Now one re- 
pose is said to be contrary to another when they 
are in contrary terms; thus “repose in a high 
place is contrary to repose in a low place.’ And 
so it happens in the emotions of the soul that 
one pleasure is contrary to another. 

Reply Obj. 1. This saying of the Philosopher 
is to be understood of good and evil as applied 
to virtues and vices, because one vice may be 
contrary to another vice, though no virtue can 
be contrary to another virtue. But in other 
things nothing prevents one good being con- 
trary to another, such as hot and cold, of which 
the former is good in relation to fire, the latter, 
in relation to water, And in this way one pleas- 
ure can be contrary to another. That this is im- 
possible with regard to the good of virtue, is due 
to the fact that virtue’s good depends on fitting- 
ness in relation to some wne thing, namely, rea- 
son. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pleasure, in the emotions of the 
soul, is likened to natural repose in bodies; for 
its object is something suitable and connatural, 
so to speak. But sadness is like a violent repose, 


because its object is disagreeable to the animal 


appetite, just as the place of violent repose is 
disagreeable to the natural appetite. Now natu- 
ral repose is contrary both to violent repose of 
the same body, and to the natural repose of 
another, as stated in the Physics.’ Therefore 
pleasure is contrary both to another pleasure 
and to sadness. 

2 Aristotle, x, 4, 5 (1055%19; 105530). 

? Aristotle, x, 4 (10553). 

4 Physics, vi, 8 (262811); Metaphysics, X, 4 (1055%27). 

5 Aristotle, x, 5 (1175"1). 
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Redly Ob}, 3. The things in which we take 
pleasure, since they are the objects of pleasure, 
cause not only a material, but also a formal dif- 
ference, if the aspect of pleasurableness be dif- 
ferent. Because difference in the aspect of the 
object causes a specific difference in acts and 
passions, as stated above (Q. xxIII, AA. I, 4; Q. 
XXX, A. 2). 


QUESTION XXXII 
OF THE CAUSE OF PLEASURE 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE must now consider the causes of pleasure; 
and under this head there are eight points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether operation is the proper 
cause of pleasure? (2) Whether movement is a 
cause of pleasure? (3) Whether hope and 
memory cause pleasure? (4) Whether sadness 
causes pleasure? (5) Whether the actions of oth- 
ers are a cause of pleasure to us? (6) Whether 
doing good to another is a cause of pleasure? 
(7) Whether likeness is a cause of pleasure? (8) 
Whether wonder is a cause of pleasure? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Operation Is the 
Proper Cause of Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that operation is not the proper 
and first cause of pleasure. 

Objection 1. For, as the Philosopher says,! 
“pleasure consists in a perception of the 
senses,” since knowledge is requisite for pleas- 
ure, as stated above (Q. Xxx1, A. 1). But the ob- 
jects of operations are knowable before the 
operations themselves. Therefore operation is 
not the proper cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, pleasure consists especially 
in an end gained, since it is this that is chiefly 
desired. But the end is not always an operation, 
but is sometimes the effect of the operation. 
Therefore operation is not the proper and per se 
cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, leisure and rest consist in 
cessation from work, and they are objects of 
pleasure.2 Therefore operation is not the proper 
cause of pleasure. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says* that 
“pleasure is a connatural and uninterrupted 
operation.” 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XXXI, A. 
1), two things are requisite for pleasure: namely, 


1 Rhetoric, 1, 11 (137027). 
2 Ibid. (1370"14). 
8 Ethics, vit, 12, 13 (1153°143%9); X, 4 (2174°20). 
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the attainment of the suitable good, and knowl: 
edge of this attainment. Now each of these con- 
sists in a kind of operation, because actual 
knowledge is an operation and: the attainment 
of the suitable good is by means of an opera- 
tion. Moreover, the proper operation itself is:a 
suitable good. Therefore every pleasure must 
be the result of some operation. 

Reply Obj. 1. The objects of operations are 
not pleasurable except in so far as they are 
united to us; either by knowledge alone, as 
when we take pleasure in thinking of or looking 
at certain things; or in some other way along 
with knowledge, as when a man takes pleasure 
in knowing that he has something good,— 
riches, honour, or the like, which would not be 
pleasurable unless they were apprehended as 
possessed. For as the Philosopher observes,‘ 
“we take great pleasure in looking upon a thing 
as our own, by reason of the natural love we 
have for ourselves.” Now to have such things 
is nothing else but to use them or to be able to 
use them, and this is through some operation. 
Therefore it is evident that every pleasure is 
reduced to some operation as its cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. Even when the end is not an 
operation, but the effect of an operation, this 
effect is pleasant in so far as possessed or effected; 
and this comes back to use or operation. 

Reply 067. 3. Operations are pleasant in so far 
as they are proportionate and connatural to the 
doer. Now, since human power is finite, opera- 
tion is proportioned to it according to a certain 
measure. And so if it exceed that measure, it will 
be no longer proportionate or pleasant, but, on 
the contrary, painful and irksome. And in this 
sense, leisure and play and other things pertain- 
ing to rest, are pleasant, since they banish sad- 
ness which results from labour. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Movement Is a 
Cause of Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that movement is not a cause of pleas- 
ure. 

Objection 1. Because, as stated above (a. 
XXXI, A. 1), the good which is obtained and is 
actually possessed, is the cause of pleasure. 
Therefore the Philosopher says® that pleasure 
is not compared with generation, but with the 
operation of a thing already in existence. Now 
that which is being moved towards something 
does not yet have it; but it is, so to speak, being 

‘ Politics, 11, 5 (1263"40). 

5 Ethics, vil, 12 (115312). 
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generated in its regard, since generation or cor- 
ruption are united to every movement, as stated 
in the Physics.| Therefore movement is not a 
cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, movement is the chief cause 
of toil and fatigue in our works. But operations 
through being toilsome and fatiguing are not 
pleasant but disagrecable. Therefore movement 
is not a cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, movement implies a certain 
innovation, which is the opposite of custom. 
But “things which we are accustomed to, are 
pleasant,” as the Philosopher says.’ Therefore 
movement is not a cause of pleasure. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,’ “What 
means this, O Lord my God, whereas Thou art 
everlasting joy to Thyself, and some things 
around Thee evermore rejoice in Thee? What 
means this, that this portion of things ebbs and 
flows alternately displeased and reconciled?” 
From these words we gather that man rejoices 
and takes pleasure in some kind of alternations; 
and therefore movement seems to cause pleas- 
ure, 

I answer that, Three things are requisite for 
pleasure: the one that is pleased, the pleasur- 
able object joined to him, and a third thing, 
the knowledge of this union. And in respect of 
these three, movement is pleasant, as the Phi- 
losopher says.‘ For as far as we who feel pleas- 
ure are concerned, change is pleasant to us be- 
cause our nature is changeable; and for this 
reason that which is suitable to us al one time 
is not suitable at another,—thus to warm him- 
self at a fire is suitable to man in winter and 
not in summer. Again, on the part of the pleas- 
ing good which is united to us, change is pleas- 
ant, because the continued action of an agent 
increases its effect; thus the longer a person 
remains near the fire, the more he is warmed 
and dried. Now the natural disposition consists 
in a certain measure; and therefore when the 
continued presence of a pleasant object exceeds 
the measure of one’s natural disposition, the: 
removal of that object becomes pleasant. On 
the part of the knowledge itself (change be- 
comes pleasant) because man desires to know 
something whole and perfect; when therefore a 
thing cannot be apprehended all at once as a 
whole, change in such a thing is pleasant, so 
that one part may pass and another succeed, 
and thus the whole be perceived. Hence Augus- 


1 Aristotle, v11I, 3 (254°10). 

2 Rhetoric, 1, 11 (1370%3; 1371°24). 
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tine says,* “Thou wouldst not have the syllables 
stay, but fly away, that others may come, and 
thou hear the whole. And so whenever any one 
thing is made up of many, all of which do not 
exist together, all would please collectively 
more than they do severally, if all could be per- 
ceived collectively.” 

If therefore there be any thing whose nature 
is unchangeable, whose natural disposition can- 
not be exceeded by the continuation of any 
pleasing object, and which can behold the whole 
object of its delight at once,—to such a one 
change will afford no delight. And the more any 
pleasures approach to this, the more are they 
capable of being continual. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although the subject of move- 
ment does not yet have perfectly that to which 
it is moved, nevertheless it is beginning to have 
something of it; and in this respect movement 
itself has something of pleasure. But it falls 
short of the perfection of pleasure, because the 
more perfect pleasures regard things that are 
unchangeable. Moreover movement becomes 
the cause of pleasure in so far as thereby some- 
thing which previously was unsuitable becomes 
suitable or ceases to be, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 2. Movement causes toil and 
fatigue when it exceeds our natural disposition. 
It is not thus that it causes pleasure, but by 
removing what is contrary to our natural dis- 
position. 

Reply Obj. 3. What is customary becomes 
pleasant, in so far as it becomes natural; for 
custom is like a second nature. But the move- 
ment which gives pleasure is not that which de- 
parts from custom, but rather that which pre- 
vents the corruption of the natural disposition 
that might result fror: continued operation. 
And thus from the same cause of connatural- 
ness, both custom and movement become pleas- 
ant. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Hope and Memory 
Cause Pleasure? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that memory and hope do not cause 
pleasure. 

Objection 1. Because pleasure is caused by 
present good, as Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii).6 But hope and memory regard what 
is absent, for memory is of the past, and hope 
of the future. Therefore memory and hope do 
not cause pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, the same thing is not the 


5 Confessions, 1V, 17 (PL 32, 700). 
6 Chap. 12 (PG 94, 929). 
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cause of contraries. But hope causes affliction, 
according to Prov. 13.12: Hope that is deferred 
afficteth the soul. Therefore hope does not 
cause pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as hope agrees with 
pleasure in regarding good, so also do con- 
cupiscence and love. Therefore hope should not 
be assigned as a cause of pleasure, any more 
than concupiscence or love. 

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 12.12): 
Rejotcing in hope; and (Ps. 76.4): J remem- 
bered God, and was delighted. 

I answer that, Pleasure is caused by the pres- 
ence of suitable good, in so far as it is sensed, 
or in any way perceived. Now a thing is present 
to us in two ways. First, in knowledge, that 
is, according as the thing known is in the knower 
by its likeness; secondly, in reality, that is, 
according as one thing is really joined with 
another, either actually or potentially accord- 
ing to any kind of union. And since real con- 
junction is greater than conjunction by like- 
ness, which is the conjunction of knowledge; 
and again, since actual is greater than poten- 
tial conjunction, therefure the greatest pleasure 
is that which arises from sensation which re- 
quires the presence of the sensible object. The 
second place belongs to the pleasure of hope, 
in which there is pleasurable conjunction, not 
only in respect of apprehension, but also in 
respect of the power or possibility of obtaining 
the pleasurable object. The third place belongs 
to the pleasure of memory, which has only the 
conjunction of apprehension. 

Reply Obj. 1. Hope and memory are indeed 
of things which, absolutely speaking, are ab- 
sent, and yet these are, after a fashion, present, 
that is, either according to apprehension only; 
or according to apprehension and power, at 
least supposed, of attainment. 

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing prevents the same 
thing, in different ways, being the cause of con- 
traries. And so hope, in so far as it implies a 
present appraising of a future good, causes 
pleasure; but in so far as it implies absence of 
that good, it causes affliction. 

Reply Obj. 3. Love and concupiscence also 
cause pleasure. For everything that is loved be- 
comes pleasing to the lover, since love is a kind 
of union or connaturalness of lover and be- 
loved. In like manner every object of desire 
is pleasing to the one that desires. since con- 
cupiscence is chiefly a desire for pleasure. 
However hope, as implying a certainty of the 
real presence of the pleasing good that is not 
implied either by love or by concupiscence, is 


761 


considered in preference to them as causing 
pleasure; and also in preference to memory, 
which is of that which has already passed away. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Sadness Causes Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that sadness does not cause pleas- 
ure. 

Objection 1. For nothing causes its own con- 
trary. But sadness is contrary to pleasure. 
Therefore it does not cause it. 

Obj. 2. Further, contraries have contrary ef- 
fects. But pleasures, when called to mind, cause 
pleasure. Therefore sad things, when remem- 
bered, cause sorrow and not pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, as sadness is to pleasure, so 
is hatred to love. But hatred does not cause 
love, but rather the other way about, as stated 
above (Q. XXIX, A. 2). Therefore sadness does 
not cause pleasure. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 41. 4): 
My tears have been my bread day and night, 
where bread denotes the refreshment of pleas- 
ure. Therefore tears, which arise from sadness, 
can give pleasure. 

I answer that, Sadness may be considered in 
two ways: as existing actually, and as existing in 
the memory, and in both ways sadness can 
cause pleasure. Because sadness, as actually 
existing, causes pleasure, since it brings to mind 
that which is loved, the absence of which causes 
sadness; and yet the mere thought of it gives 
pleasure.—The recollection of sadness becomes 
a cause of pleasure on account of the subse- 
quent deliverance, because absence of evil is 
looked upon as something good; hence accord- 
ing aS a man thinks that he has been delivered 
from that which caused him sorrow and pain, 
so much reason has he to rejoice. And so 
Augustine says in the Czty of God' that often- 
times in joy we cal] to mind sad things... 
and in the season of health we recall past pains 
without feeling pain, . . . and in proportion 
are the more filled with joy and gladness; and 
again he says” that “the more peril there was in 
the battle, so much the more joy will there be 
in the triumph.” 

Reply Obj. 1. Sometimes accidentally a thing 
is the cause of its contrary; thus “that which is 
cold sometimes causes heat,” as stated in the 
Physics? In like manner sadness is the acci- 
dental cause of pleasure, in so far as it gives 
rise to the apprehension of something pleasant, 

Cf. Gregory, Moral., tv, 36 (PL 75, 678). 
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Refly Obj. 2. Sad things called to mind cause 
pleasure, not in so far’as they are sad and con- 
trary to pleasant things, but in so far as man 
is delivered from them. In like manner the 
recollection of pleasant things, by reason of 
these being lost, may cause sadness. 

Reply Obj. 3. Hatred also can be the acci- 
dental cause of love, that is, so far as some 
love one another because they agree in hating 
one and the same thing. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether the Actions of Others 
Are a Cause of Pleasure to Us? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that the actions of others are not a cause 
of pleasure to us. 

Objection 1. Because the cause of pleasure is 
our own good when conjoined to us. But the 
actions of others are not conjoined to us. There- 
fore they are not a cause of pleasure to us. 

Obj. 2. Further, action is the agent’s own 
good. If, therefore, the actions of others are a 
cause of pleasure to us, for the same reason 
all goods belonging to others will be pleasing 
to us, which is evidently untrue. 

Obj. 3. Further, action is pleasant through 
proceeding from an innate habit; hence it is 
stated in the Ethics! that ‘“‘we must regard the 
pleasure which follows after action, as being 
the sign of a habit existing in us.” But the 
actions of others do not proceed from habits 
existing in us, but, sometimes, from habits exist- 
ing in the agents. Therefore the actions of 
others are not pleasing to us, but to the agents 
themselves. 

On the contrary, It is written in the second 
canonical epistle of John (verse 4): I was ex- 
ceeding glad that I found thy children walking 
in truth. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1; Q. 
XXXI, A. 1), two things are requisite for pleas- 
ure, namely, the attainment of one’s proper 
good, and the knowledge of having obtained it. 


Therefore the action of another may cause. 


pleasure to us in three ways. First, from the 
fact that we obtain some good through the ac- 
tion of another. And in this way, the actions 
of those who do some good to us are pleasing 
to us, for it is pleasant to be benefited by an- 
other. Secondly, from the fact that another’s 
action makes us to know or appreciate our own 
good; and for this reason men take pleasure 
in being praised or honoured by others, because, 
that is, they thus become aware of some good 
existing in themselves. And since this apprecia- 
1 Aristotle, 11, 3 (11043). 
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tion receives greater weight from the testimony 
of good and wise men, therefore men’ take 
greater pleasure in being praised and honoured: 
by them. And because a flatterer appears to’ 
praise, therefore flattery is pleasing to some. 
And as love is for something good, while ad- 
miration is for something great, so it is pleasant 
to be loved and admired by others, since a man 
thus becomes aware of his own goodness or 
greatness, through their giving pleasure to 
others. Thirdly, from the fact that another’s 
actions, if they be good, are regarded as one’s 
own good, by reason of the power of love, 
which makes a man to regard his friend as one 
with himself. And on account of hatred, which 
makes one to reckon another’s good as being 
in opposition to oneself, the evil action of an 
enemy becomes an object of pleasure; and so it 
is written (I Cor. 13.6) that charity rejoiceth 
not in iniquity, but rejoiceth with the truth. 

Reply Obj. 1. Another’s action may be joined 
to me, either by its effect, as in the first way, or 
by knowledge, as in the second way, or by af- 
fection, as in the third way. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument avails for the 
third mode, but not for the first two. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the actions of an- 
other do not proceed from habits that are in 
me, yet they either produce in me something 
that gives pleasure; or they make me appreciate 
or know a habit of mine; or they proceed from 
the habit of one who is one with me by love. 


. ARTICLE 6. Whether Doing Good to 


Another Is a Cause of Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that doing good to another is not a cause 
of pleasure. 

Objection 1. Because pleasure is caused by 
one’s obtaining one’s own good, as stated above 
(A. 13 Q. XXXI, A. 1). But doing good pertains 
not to the obtaining but to the spending of one’s 
own good. Therefore it seems to be the cause 
of sadness rather than of pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says*® that 
“iliberality is more connatural to man than 
prodigality.” Now it is a mark of prodigality to 
do good to others, while it is a mark of illib- 
erality to cease from doing good. Since there- 
fore everyone takes pleasure in a connatural 
operation, as stated in the Ethics,* it seems that 
doing good to others is not a cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, contrary effects proceed 
from contrary causes. But man takes a natural 

2 Ethics, wv, 1 (112114). 

* Aristotle, vu, 14 (1154°20); x, 4 (117420). 
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pleasure in certain kinds of ill-doing, such as 
overcoming, contradicting or scolding others, 
or, if he be angry, of punishing them, as the 
Philosopher says.! Therefore doing good to 
others is a cause of sadness rather than of 
pleasure. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“it is most pleasant to give presents or assist- 
ance to friends and strangers.” 

I answer that, Doing good to another may 
give pleasure in three ways. First, in relation 
to the effect, which is the good conferred on 
another. In this respect, since through being 
united to others by love we look upon their 
good as being our own, we take pleasure in the 
good we do to others, especially to our friends, 
as in our own good. Secondly, in consideration 
of the end; as when a man, from dving good 
to another, hopes to get some good for him- 
self, either from God or from man; for hope 
is a cause of pleasure. Thirdly, in consideration 
of the principle; and thus, doing good to an- 
other can give pleasure in respect of a three- 
fold principle. One is the power of doing good; 
and in this regard doing good to another be- 
comes pleasant in so far as it arouses in man 
an imagination of abundant good existing in 
him, of which he is able to give others a share. 
Therefore men take pleasure in their children, 
and in their own works, as being things on 
which they bestow a share of their own good. 
Another principle is a man’s habitual inclina- 
tion to do good, by reason of which doing good 
becomes connatural to him, for which reason 
the liberal man takes pleasure in giving to 
others. The third principle is the motive; for 
instance when a man is moved by one whom 
he loves to do good to someone. For whatever 
we do or suffer for a friend is pleasant, because 
love is the principle cause of pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 1. Spending gives pleasure as 
showing forth one’s good. But in so far as it 
empties us of our own good it may be a cause 
of sadness; for instance when it is exces- 
sive. 

Reply Obj. 2. Prodigality is an excessive 
spending, which is unnatural, Hence prodigality 
is said to be contrary to nature. 

Reply Obj. 3. To overcome, to contradict and 
to punish, give pleasure, not as tending to an- 
other’s ill, but as pertaining to one’s own good, 
which man loves more than he hates another’s 
ill. For it is naturally pleasant to overcome, 
since it makes a man appreciate his own supe- 

1 Rhetoric, t, 11 (1370°10). 

3 Politics, 1t, 5 (12635). 
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riority. Therefore all those games in which 
there is a striving for the mastery, and a possi- 
bility of winning it, afford the greatest pleas- 
ure; and speaking generally all contests, in: so 
far as they admit hope of victory. To contradict 
and to scold can give pleasure in two ways. 
First, as making man imagine himself to be 
wise and excellent, since it belongs to wise men 
and elders to reprove and to scold. Secondly, in 
so far as by scolding and reproving, one does 
good to another, for this gives one pleasure, as 
stated above. It is pleasant to an angry man to 
punish, in so far as he thinks himself to be 
removing an apparent slight, which seems to be 
due to a previous hurt; for when a man is hurt 
by another, he seems to be slighted by him, and 
therefore he wishes to be quit of this slight by 
paying back the hurt. And thus it is clear that 
doing good to another may be of itself pleas- 
ant, but doing evil to another is not pleasant, 
except in so far as it seems to affect one’s own 
good, 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Likeness Is a 
Cause of Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that likeness is not a cause of 
pleasure. 

Objection 1. Because ruling and presiding 
seem to imply a certain unlikeness. But “it is 
natural to take pleasure in ruling and presid- 
ing,” as stated in the treatise on Rhetoric.* 
Therefore unlikeness, rather than likeness, is a 
cause of pleasure, 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing is more unlike pleas- 
ure than sorrow. But those who are burdened 
by sorrow are most inclined to seek pleas- 
ures, as the Philosopher says.‘ Therefore un- 
likeness, rather than likeness, is a cause of 
pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, those who are satiated with 
certain delights, do not derive pleasure but dis- 
gust from them, as when one is satiated with 
food. Therefore likeness is not a cause of pleas- 
ure. 

On the contrary, Likeness is a cause of love, 
as above stated (9. xxvit, A. 3), and love is the 
cause of pleasure. Therefore likeness is a cause 
of pleasure. 

I answer that, Likeness is a kind of unity; 
hence that which is like us, as being one with 
us, causes pleasure, just as it causes love, as 
stated above (qo. xxvu, A. 3). And if that which 
is like us does not hurt our own good, but in- 

3 Aristotle, 1, 1x (137126). 

4 Ethics, vit, 14 (1154°27). 
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crease it, it is pleasurable absolutely; for in- 
stance one man in respect of another, one youth 
in relation to another. But if it be hurtful to 
our own good, thus accidentally it causes dis- 
gust or sadness, not as being like and one with 
us, but as hurtful to that which is yet more 
one with us. 

Now it happens in two ways that something 
like is hurtful to our own good. First, by de- 
stroying the measure of our own good, by a 
kind of excess; because good, chiefly bodily 
good, as health, consists in a certain measure; 
and thus superfluous food or any bodily pleasure 
causes disgust. Secondly, by being directly con- 
trary to one’s own good; thus a potter dislikes 
other potters, not because they are potters, but 
because they deprive him of his own excellence 
or profits, which he seeks as his own good. 

Reply Obj. 1. Since ruler and subject are in 
communion with one another, there is a certain 
likeness between them; but this likeness is con- 
ditioned by a certain superiority, since ruling 
and presiding pertain to the excellence of a 
man’s own good; for they belong to men who 
are wise and better than others, the result being 
that they give man an idea of his own excel- 
lence. Another reason is that by ruling and pre- 
siding, a man does good to others, which is 
pleasant. 

Reply Obj. 2. That which gives pleasure to 
the sorrowful man, though it be unlike sorrow, 
bears some likeness to the man that is sorrow- 
ful, because sorrows are contrary to his own 
good. And therefore the sorrowful man seeks 
pleasure as making for his own good, in so 
far as it is a remedy for its contrary. And this 
is why bodily pleasures, which are contrary 
to certain sorrows, are more sought than intel- 
Jectual pleasures, which have no contrary sor- 
row, as we shall state later on (Q. XxxvV, A. 5). 
This also explains why all animals naturally 
desire pleasure, because animals always work 
through sense and movement. For this reason 
also young people are most inclined to seek 
pleasures, on account of the many changes to 
which they are subject, while yet growing. 
Moreover this is why the melancholic has a 
strong desire for pleasures, in order to drive 
away sorrow, because his body is corroded by 
a base humour, as stated in the Ethics. 

Reply Obj. 3. Bodily goods consist in a cer- 
tain fixed measure. Hence surfeit of such things 
destroys the proper good, and consequently 
gives rise to disgust and sorrow, through being 
contrary to the proper good of man. 

2 Aristotle, vii, 14 (1154°7). 
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ARTICLE 8. Whether Wonder Is a Cause of 
Pleasure? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that wonder is not a cause of pleas- 
ure. 

Objection 1. Because wonder is the act of 
one who is ignorant of the nature of something, 
as Damascene says. But knowledge, rather than 
ignorance, is a cause of pleasure. Therefore 
wonder is not a cause of pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, wonder is the beginning of 
wisdom, being as it were, the road to the search 
of truth, as stated in the beginning of the Meta- 
physics But “it is more pleasant to think of 
what we already know, than to seek for what we 
know not,” as the Philosopher says,’ since in 
the latter case we encounter difficulties and 
hindrances, in the former not; “pleasure how- 
ever arises from an operation which is unhin- 
dered,” as stated in the Ethics.4 Therefore won- 
der hinders rather than causes pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, everyone takes pleasure in 
what he is accustomed to; hence the actions of 
habits acquired by custom, are pleasant. But we 
wonder at what is unusual as Augustine says 
(Tract xxiv in Joann.).5 Therefore wonder is 
contrary to the cause of pleasure. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that 
wonder is the cause of pleasure.® 

I answer that, It is pleasant to obtain what 
one desires, as stated above (Q. xXxIII, A. 4), 


and therefore the greater the desire for the 


thing loved, the greater the pleasure when it is 
attained; indeed the very increase of desire 
brings with it an increase of pleasure, according 
as it gives rise also to the hope of obtaining 
that which is loved, since it was stated above 
(A. 3, Reply 3) that desire resulting from hope 
is a cause of pleasure. Now wonder is a kind of 
desire for knowledge, a desire which comes to 
man when he sees an effect of which the cause 
either is unknown to him, or surpasses his 
knowledge or power of understanding. Conse- 
quently wonder is a cause of pleasure in so far 
as it includes a hope of getting the knowledge 
which one desires to have. For this reason 
whatever is wonderful is pleasing, for instance 
things that are scarce. Also, representations of 
things, even of those which are not pleasant 
in themselves, give rise to pleasure; for the 
soul rejoices in comparing one thing with an- 


2 Aristotle, 1, 2 (98212). 

8 Ethics, X, 7 (117726). 
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other, because comparison of one thing with 
another is the proper and connatural act of the 
reason, as the Philosopher says.’ This again 
is why “it is more delightful to be delivered 
from great danger, because it is something won- 
derful,” as stated in the Rhetoric? 

Reply Obj. 1. Wonder gives pleasure, not 
because it implies ignorance but in so far as it 
includes the desire of learning the cause, and in 
so far as the wonderer learns something new, 
that is, that the cause is other than he had 
thought it to be. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pleasure includes two things: 
rest in the good, and perception of this rest. As 
to the former therefore, since it is more per- 
fect to contemplate the known truth than to 
seek for the unknown, the contemplation of 
what we know is in itself more pleasing than the 
search for what we do not know. Nevertheless, 
as to the second, it happens that inquiries are 
sometimes more pleasing accidentally, in so far 
as they proceed from a greater desire; for 
greater desire is awakened when we are aware of 
our ignorance. This is why man takes the great- 
est pleasure in finding or learning things for the 
first time. 

Reply Obj. 3. It is pleasant to do what we are 
accustomed to do, since this 1s connatural to us, 
as it were. And yet things that are of rare occur- 
rence can be pleasant, either as regards knowl- 
edge, from the fact that we desire to know some- 
thing about them, in so far as they are wonder- 
ful; or as regards operation, from the fact that 
the mind is more inclined by desire to act in- 
tensely in things that are new, as stated in the 
Ethics; since more perfect operation causes 
more perfect pleasure. 


QUESTION XXNIII 
OF THE EFFECTS OF PLEASURE 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the effects of pleasure; 
and under this head there are four points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether expansion is an effect of 
pleasure? (2) Whether pleasure causes thirst 
or desire for itself? (3) Whether pleasure hin- 
ders the use of reason? (4) Whether pleasure 
perfects operation? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Expansion Is an Effect 
of Pleasure? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that expansion is not an effect of pleasure. 


1 Poetics, 4 (14489); cf. Rhetoric, 1, 11 (1371°9). 
2 Aristotle, 1, 11 (1371510). 8 Aristotle, x, 4 (s175°6). 
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Objection 1. For expansion seems to pertain 
more to love, according to the Apostle (II Cor. 
6. 11): Our heart is enlarged. Therefore it is 
written (Ps, 118. 96) concerning the precept 
of charity: Thy commandment is exceeding 
broad. But pleasure is a distinct passion from 
love. Therefore expansion is not an effect of 
pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, when a thing expands it is 
enabled to receive more. But receiving pertains 
to desire, which is for something not yet pos- 
sessed. Therefore expansion seems to belong to 
desire rather than to pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, contraction is contrary to ex- 
pansion. But contraction seems to belong to pleas- 
ure, for the hand closes on that which we wish to 
grasp firmly. and such is the affection of appe- 
tite in regard to that which pleases it. Therefore 
expansion does not pertain to pleasure. 

On the contrary, In order to express joy, it is 
written (Isa. 60. 5): Thou shalt see and abound, 
thy heart shall wonder and be enlarged. More- 
over pleasure is called by the name of Jae?itia, 
as being derived from dilatatio (expansion), as 
stated above (Q. XXXI, A. 3, Reply 3), 

T answer that, Breadth (latitudo) is a dimen- 
sion of bodily magnitude ; hence it is not applied 
to the emotions of the soul except metaphori- 
cally. Now expansion denotes a kind of move- 
ment towards breadth, and it belongs to pleas- 
ure in respect of the two things requisite for 
pleasure. One of these is on the part of the ap- 
prehensive power, which apprehends the union 
with some suitable good. As a result of this ap- 
prehension, man perceives that he has attained 
a certain perfection, which is a magnitude of the 
spiritual order; and in this respect man’s mind 
is said to be magnified or expanded by pleasure. 
The other requisite for pleasure is on the part of 
the appetitive power, which acquiesces in the 
pleasurable object, and rests in it, offering, as it 
were, to enfold it within itself. And thus man’s 
affection is expanded by pleasure, as though it 
surrendered itself to hold within itself the ob- 
ject of its pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 1. In metaphorical expressions 
nothing hinders one and the same thing from be- 
ing compared to different things according to 
different likenesses. And in this way expansion 
pertains to love by reason of a certain spreading 
out, in so far as the affection of the lover 
spreads out to others, so as to care, not only for 
his own interests, but also for what concerns 
others. On the other hand expansion pertains to 
pleasure in so far as a thing becomes more am- 
ple in itself so as to become more capacious. 
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Reply Obj. 2. Desire includes a certain expan- 

sion arising from the imagination of the thing 
desired; but this expansion is much greater in 
the presence of the pleasurable object, because 
the mind surrenders itself more to that object 
when it is already taking pleasure in it than 
when it desires it before possessing it, since 
pleasure is the end of desire. 

Reply Obj. 3. He that takes pleasure in a 
thing holds it fast, by clinging to it with all his 
might; but he opens his heart to it that he may 
enjoy it perfectly. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Pleasure Causes Thirst 
or Desire for Ltself? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that pleasure does not cause desire for it- 
self, 

Objection 1. Because all movement ceases 
when repose is reached. But pleasure is, as it 
were, a certain repose of the movement of de- 
sire, as stated above (Q. XXIII, A. 4; Q. XXV, A. 
2). Therefore the movement of desire ceases 
when pleasure is reached. Therefore pleasure 
does not cause desire. 

Obj. 2. Further, a thing does not cause its op- 
posite. But pleasure is, in a way, opposite to de- 
sire, on the part of the object, since desire re- 
gards a good which is not yet possessed, while 
pleasure regards the good that is possessed. 
Therefore pleasure does not cause desire for it- 
self. 

Qbj. 3. Further, distaste is incompatible with 
desire. But pleasure often causes distaste. There- 
fore it does not cause desire. 

On the contrary, Our Lord said (John 4. 13): 
Whosoever drinketh of this water, shall thirst 
again, where, according to Augustine (Tract. xv 
in Joann.) ,1 water denotes pleasures of the body. 

I answer that, Pleasure can be considered in 
two ways: first, as existing in act; secondly, as 
existing in the memory.—Again thirst, or desire, 


can be taken in two ways: first, properly, as de- 


noting a desire for something not possessed; 
secondly, in general, as excluding distaste. 
Considered as existing in act, pleasure does 
not cause thirst or desire for itself, properly 
speaking, but only accidentally, provided we 
take thirst or desire as denoting a desire for 
something not possessed; for pleasure is an 
emotion of the appetite in respect of something 
actually present. But it may happen that what is 
actually present is not perfectly possessed; and 
this may be on the part of the thing possessed, 
or on the part of the possessor. On the part of 
IPL 35, 1§x5. 
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the thing possessed, this happens through the 
thing possessed not being a simultaneous whole; 
therefore one obtains possession of it succes- 
sively, and while taking pleasure in what one 
has, one desires to possess the remainder; thus 
if a man is pleased with the first part of a verse, 
he desires to hear the second part, as Augustine 
says.” In this way nearly all bodily pleasures 
cause thirst for themselves, until they are fully 
realized, because pleasures of this kind arise 
from some movement, as is evident in pleasures 
of the table. On the part of the possessor, this 
happens when a man possesses a thing which is 
perfect in itself, yet does not possess it perfect- 
ly, but obtains possession of it little by little. 
Thus in this life, a faint perception of Divine 
knowledge affords us delight, and delight sets up 
a thirst or desire for perfect knowledge; in 
which sense we may understand the words of 
Ecclus. 24. 29: They that drink me shall yet 
thirst. 

On the other hand if by thirst or desire we 
understand the intensity only of the emotion, 
which excludes distaste, thus more than all oth- 
ers spiritual pleasures cause thirst or desire for 
themselves. Because bodily pleasures become 
distasteful by reason of their causing an excess 
in the natural disposition when they are in- 
creased or even when they are protracted, as is 
evident in the case of pleasures of the table. 
This is why, when a man arrives at the point of 
perfection in bodily pleasures, he wearies of 


_ them, and sometimes desires another kind. Spir- 


itual pleasures, on the contrary, do not exceed 
the natural disposition, but perfect nature. 
Hence when their point of perfection is reached, 
they then afford the greatest delight; except. 
perhaps, accidentally, in so far as the work of 
contemplation is accompanied by some opera- 
tion of the bodily powers, which tire from pro- 
tracted activity. And in this sense also we may 
understand those words of Ecclus. 24. 29: They 
that drink me shall yet thirst; for, even of the 
angels, who know God perfectly, and delight in 
Him, it is written (I Pet. 1. 12) that they desire 
to look at Him. 

Lastly, if we consider pleasure, not as exist- 
ing in act, but as existing in the memory, thus it 
has of itself a natural tendency to cause thirst 
and desire for itself when, that is, man returns 
to that disposition in which he was when he ex- 
perienced the pleasure that is past. But if he be 
changed from that disposition, the memory of 
that pleasure does not give him pleasure, but 
distaste; for instance, the memory of food in 

2 Confessions, 1V,17 (FL 32, 700). 
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respect of a man who has eaten to repletion, 

Reply Obj. 1. When pleasure is perfect, 
then it includes complete rest, and the move- 
ment of desire, tending to what was not pos- 
sessed, ceases. But when it is imperfect, then 
the movement of desire, tending to what was 
not possessed, does not cease altogether. 

Reply Obj. 2. That which is possessed im- 
perfectly, is possessed in one respect, and in an- 
other respect is not possessed. Consequently it 
may be the object of desire and pleasure at the 
same time. 

Reply Obj. 3. Pleasures cause distaste in one 
way, desire in another, as stated above. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Pleasure Hinders 
the Use of Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that pleasure does not hinder the use of 
reason. 

Objection 1. Because repose facilitates very 
much the due use of reason; hence the Philoso- 
pher says! that “while we sit and rest the soul 
becomes knowing and prudent.” And it is writ- 
ten (Wisd. 8. 16): When I go into my house, I 
shall repose myself with her, that is, wisdom. 
But pleasure is a kind of repose. Therefore it 
helps rather than hinders the use of reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, things which are not in the 
same subject even if they are contraries, do not 
hinder one another. But pleasure is in the appe- 
litive part, while the use of reason is in the ap- 
prehensive part. Therefore pleasure does not 
hinder the use of reason. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is hindered by 
another seems in a certain way to be changed 
by it. But the use of an apprehensive power 
moves pleasure rather than is moved by it, 
because it is the cause of pleasure. Therefore 
pleasure does not hinder the use of reason. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
pleasure destroys the estimate of prudence. 

I answer that, As is stated in the Ethics,® “‘ap- 
propriate pleasures increase activity . . . but 
pleasures arising from other sources are impedi- 
ments to activity.” Accordingly there is a cer- 
tain pleasure that is taken in the very act of 
reason, aS when one takes pleasure in con- 
templating or in reasoning, and such pleasure 
does not hinder the act of reason, but helps it, 
because we are more attentive in doing that 
which gives us pleasure, and attention helps op- 
eration, 

1 Physics, vi1, 3 (24710). 
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On the other hand bodily pleasures hinder. 
the use of reason in three, ways, First, by dis- 
tracting the reason. Because, as we have al- 
ready observed (Q. IV, A. 1. Reply 3), we at- 
tend much to that which pleases us. Now when 
the attention is firmly fixed on one thing, it is 
either weakened in respect of other things, or 
it is entirely withdrawn from them; and thus 
if the bodily pleasure be great, either it entirely 
hinders the use of reason, by concentrating the 
mind’s attention on itself, or else it hinders it 
considerably, Secondly, by being contrary to 
reason. Because some pleasures, especially those 
that are in excess, are contrary to the order of 
reason, and in this sense the Philosopher says 
that bodily pleasures destroy the estimate of 
prudence, but not the speculative estimate, to 
which they are not opposed, for instance that 
the three angles of a triangle are together equal 
to two right angles. In the first sense, however, 
they hinder both estimates. Thirdly, by fetter- 
ing the reason, in so far as bodily pleasure is 
followed by a certain alteration in the body, 
greater even than in the other passions, in pro- 
portion as the appetite is more vehemently 
affected towards a present than towards an ab- 
sent thing. Now such bodily disturbances hinder 
the use of reason, as may be seen in the case of 
drunkards, in whom the use of reason is fet- 
tered or hindered. 

Reply Obj. 1. Bodily pleasure implies indeed 
repose of the appetite in the object of pleasure, 
and this repose is sometimes contrary to reason; 
but on the part of the body it always implies 
alteration. And in respect of both points, it 
hinders the use of reason. 

Reply Obj. 2. The powers of appetite and of 
apprehension are indeed distinct parts, but be- 
longing to the one soul. Consequently when 
the intention of the soul is strongly applied to 
the act of one part, it is hindered from the con- 
trary act of the other part. 

Reply Obj. 3. The use of reason requires the 
due use of the imagination and of the other sen- 
sitive powers, which are exercised through a 
bodily organ. Consequently alteration in the 
body hinders the use of reason, because it hin- 
ders the acts of the imagination and of the other 
sensitive powers. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Pleasure Perfects 
Operation? 
We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that pleasure does not perfect operation. 
Objection 1. For every human operation de- 
pends on the use of reason. But pleasure hin- 
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ders the use of reason, as stated above (A.. 3). 
Therefore pleasure does not perfect, but weak- 
ens human operation. 

Obj. 2. Further, nothing perfects itself or its 
cause. But “pleasure is an operation’ that is, 
either in its essence or in its cause. Therefore 
pleasure does not perfect operation. 

Obj. 3. Further, if pleasure perfects opera- 
tion, it does so either as end, or as form, or as 
agent. But not as end, because operation is not 
sought for the sake of pleasure, but rather the 
reverse, as stated above (Q. Iv, A. 2); nor as 
agent, because rather is it the operation that 
causes pleasure; nor again as form, because, ac- 
cording to the Philosopher,” “pleasure does not 
perfect operation, as a habit does.” Therefore 
pleasure does not perfect operation. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
pleasure perfects operation. 

I answer that, Pleasure perfects operation in 
two ways. First, as an end; not indeed accord- 
ing as an end is that on account of which a thing 
is, but according as every good which is added 
to a thing and completes it can be called its end. 
And in this sense the Philosopher says‘ that 
“pleasure perfects operation .. . as some end 
added to it’; that is to say, in so far as to this 
good, which is operation, there is added another 
good, which is pleasure, denoting the repose of 
the appetite in a good that is presupposed. Sec- 
ondly, as agent; not indeed directly, for the Phi- 
losopher says that ‘‘pleasure perfects operation, 
not as a physician makes a man healthy, but as 
health does.” But it does so indirectly, in so far 
as the agent, through taking pleasure in his ac- 
tion, is more eagerly intent on it, and carries it 
out with greater care. And in this sense it is said 
in the Ethics® that “pleasures increase their ap- 
propriate activities. and hinder those that are 
not appropriate.” 

Reply Obj. 1. It is not every pleasure that 
hinders the act of reason, but only bodily pleas- 
ure; for this arises, not from the act of reason, 


but from the act of the concupiscible part, - 


which act is intensified by pleasure. On the con- 
trary, pleasure that arises from the act of rea- 
son strengthens the use of reason. 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated in the Physics,’ two 
things may be causes of one another, if one be 
the efficient, the other the final cause. And in 
this way operation is the efficient cause of pleas- 

1 Aristotle, Ethics, vu, 12, 13 (1153%10; 12); x, 5 


(1175°33). 
2 (bid., X, 4 (117431), 
4 Ibid. 4 Ibid. 5 Thad. (117424). 


§ Aristotle, x, 5 (1175%36). 
7 Aristotle, 1, 3 (195%8). 
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ure, while pleasure perfects operation by way of 
final cause, as stated above. 

The Reply to the Third Objection is evident 
from what has been said. 


QUESTION XXXIV 
OF THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF 
PLEASURES 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the goodness and malice 
of pleasures, under which head there are four 
points of inquiry: (1) Whether every pleasure 
is evil? (2) If not, whether every pleasure is 
good? (3) Whether any pleasure is the greatest 
good? (4) Whether pleasure is the measure or 
rule by which to judge of moral good and evil? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Every Pleasure Is Evil? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that every pleasure is evil. 

Objection 1. For that which destroys pru- 
dence and hinders the use of reason seems to be 
evil in itself, for man’s good is to be in accord 
with reason, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).* 
But pleasure destroys prudence and hinders the 
use of reason, and so much the more, as the 
pleasure is greater. Hence “in sexual pleasures,” 
which are the greatest of all, “it is impossible to 
understand anything,” as stated in the Ethics.® 
Moreover, Jerome says in his commentary on 
Matthew (Origen,—Hom. vi in Num.) that 
“at the time of conjugal intercourse, the pres- 


‘ence of the Holy Ghost is not vouchsafed, even 


if it be a prophet that fulfils the conjugal duty.” 
Therefore pleasure is evil in itself, and conse- 
quently every pleasure is evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which the virtuous man 
shuns, and the ungodly man seeks, seems to be 
evil in itself, and should be avoided; because, as 
stated in the Ethics," “the virtuous man is a 
kind of measure and rule of human actions”; 
and the Apostle says (I Cor. 2. 15): The spir- 
ttual man judgeth all things. But children and 
dumb animals, in whom there is no virtue, seek 
pleasure, but the man who is master of himself 
does not. Therefore pleasures are evil in them- 
selves and should be avoided. 

Obj. 3. Further, “virtue and art are concerned 
about the difficult and the good.’ But no art is 
ordered to pleasure. Therefore pleasure is not 
something good. 

& Sect. 32 (PG 3, 733). 

® Aristotle, vir, rz (1152>16). 

10 PG 12, G10. 
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On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 36. 4): De- 
light in the Lord. Since, therefore, Divine au- 
thority leads to no evil, it seems that not every 
pleasure is evil. 

I answer that, As stated in the Ethics, some 
have maintained that all pleasure is evil. The 
reason seems to have been that they took ac- 
count only of sensible and bodily pleasures 
which are more manifest; for, also in other re- 
spects, the ancient philosophers did not discrim- 
inate between the intelligible and the sensible, 
nor between intellect and sensc.? And they held 
that all bodily pleasures should be accounted as 
bad, and thus that man, being prone to immod- 
erate pleasures, arrives at the mean of virtue by 
abstaining from pleasure. But they were wrong 
in holding this opinion. Because, since none can 
live without some sensible and bodily pleasure, 
if they who teach that all pleasures are evil, are 
found taking pleasure, men will be more in- 
clined to pleasure by following the example of 
their works instead of listening to the doctrine 
of their words. For in human actions and pas- 
sions, in which experience is of great weight, ex- 
ample moves more than words. 

We must therefore say that some pleasures 
are good, and that some are evil. For pleasure is 
a repose of the appetitive power in some loved 
good, and resulting from some operation; hence 
we may assign a twofold reason for this asser- 
tion. The first is in respect of the good in which 
a man reposes with pleasure. For good and evil 
in the moral order depend on agreement or dis- 
agreement with reason, as stated above (Q 
XVIII, A. 5). just as in the order of nature, a 
thing is said to be natural, if it agrees with na- 
ture, and unnatural, if it disagrees. According- 
ly, just as in the natural order there is a certain 
natural repose, whereby a thing rests in that 
which agrees with its nature, for instance, when 
a heavy body rests down below; and again an 
unnatural repose, whereby a thing rests in that 
which disagrees with its nature, as when a heavy 
body rests up aloft: so, in the moral order, there 
is a good pleasure, according to which the higher 
or lower appetite rests in that which is in accord 
with reason, and an evil pleasure, whereby the 
appetite rests in that which is discordant from 
reason and the law of God. 

The second reason can be found by consider- 
ing the actions, some of which are good, some 
evil. Now pleasures which are joined to actions 
are more akin to those actions than concupis- 
cences, which precede them in point of time. 

1 Aristotle, x, 1 (1172%28); cf. below, a. 2. 

? Aristotle, Soud, 111, 3 (427%21). 
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Therefore, since the concupiscences of good ac- 
tions are good, and of evil actions, evil, much 
more are the pleasures of good actions good, and 
those of evil actions evil. 

Reply 06). 1. As stated above (9. xxxttI, A. 
3), it is not the pleasures which result from an 
act of reason that hinder the reason or destroy 
prudence, but extraneous pleasures, such as the 
pleasures of the body. These indeed hinder the 
use of reason, as stated above (zdid.), either by 
contrariety of the appetite that rests in some- 
thing contrary to reason, which makes the pleas- 
ure morally bad, or by fettering the reason; thus 
in conjugal intercourse, though the pleasure be 
in accord with reason, yet it hinders the use of 
reason, on account of the accompanying bodily 
change. But in this case the pleasure is not mor- 
ally evil, as neither is sleep, by which the reason 
is fettered, morally evil, if it be taken according 
to reason; for reason itself demands that the use 
of reason be interrupted at times. We must add, 
however, that although this fettering of the rea- 
son through the pleasure of conjugal intercourse 
has no moral malice, since it is neither a mortal 
nor a venial sin, yet il proceeds from a kind of 
moral malice, namely, from the sin of our first 
parent; for, as stated in the First Part (Q. 
XCVIII, A. 2) the case was different in the state 
of innocence. 

Reply Obj. 2. The temperate man does not 
shun all pleasures, but those that are immoder- 
ate, and contrary to reason. The fact that chil- 
dren and dumb animals seek pleasures does not 
show that all pleasures are evil, because they 
have from God their natural appetite, which is 
moved to that which is suitable to them. 

Reply Obj. 3. Art is not concerned with all 
kinds of good, but with the making of external 
things, as we shall state further on (Q. LVI, A. 
3) But prudence and virtue are more concerned 
with operations and passions than art is. Never- 
theless “there is an art of making pleasure, 
namely, the art of cookery and the art of mak- 
ing unguents,” as stated in the Ethics.3 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Every Pleasure Is Good? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that every pleasure is good. 

Objection 1. Because as stated in the First 
Part (Q. v, A. 6), there are three kinds of good, 
the virtuous, the useful, and the pleasant. But 
everything virtuous is good, and in like manner 
everything useful is good. Therefore also every 
pleasure is good. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is not sought for 


“ Aristotle, vir, 12 (1153"26). 
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the sake of something else, is good in itself, as 
stated in the Ethics.’ But pleasure is not sought 
for the sake of something else; for it seems ab- 
surd to ask anyone why he seeks to be pleased. 
Therefore pleasure is good in itself. Now that 
which is predicated of a thing considered in it- 
self, is predicated of it universally. Therefore 
every pleasure is good. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is desired by all, 
seems to be good of itself, because “good is what 
all things seek,” as stated in the Ethics? But ev- 
eryone seeks some kind of pleasure, even chil- 
dren and dumb animals. Therefore pleasure is 
good in itself, and consequently all pleasure is 
good. 

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 2. 14): 
Who are glad when they have done evil, and re- 
joice in most wicked things. 

I answer that, While some of the Stoics main- 
tained that all pleasures are evil,® the Epicure- 
ans held that pleasure is good in itself, and that 
consequently all pleasures are good.* They seem 
to have thus erred through not discriminating 
between that which is good absolutely, and that 
which is good in respect of a particular individ- 
ual. That which is good absolutely is good in it- 
self. Now that which is not good in itself may 
be good in respect of some individual in two 
ways. In one way, because it is suitable to him 
by reason of a disposition in which he is now, 
which disposition, however, is not natural; thus 
it is sometimes good for a leper to eat things 
that are poisonous, which are not suitable abso- 
Jutely to the human temperament. In another 
way, through something unsuitable being es- 
teemed suitable. And since pleasure is the repose 
of the appetite in some good, if the appetite re- 
poses in that which is good absolutely, the pleas- 
ure will be pleasure absolutely, and good abso- 
lutely. But if a man’s appetite repose in that 
which is good, not absolutely, but in respect of 
that particular man, then his pleasure will not be 
pleasure absolutely, but a pleasure to him; nei-. 


ther will it be good absolutely, but in a certain - 


respect, or an apparent good. 

Reply Obj. 1. The virtuous ind the useful de- 
pend on accordance with reason, and conse- 
quently nothing is virtuous or useful without be- 
ing good. But the pleasant depends on agree- 
ment with the appetite, which tends sometimes 
to that which is discordant with reason. Conse- 


1 Aristotle, 1, 6 (109624). 

3 Aristotle, 1, 1 (1094°3). 

4 See Augustine, Cty of God, xrv, 8 (PL 41, 412). 

*See Cicero, De Finibus, 11, 3 (DD 111, 507); Aug- 
ustine, City of God, x1v, 2 (PL 41, 403). 
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quently not every object of pleasure is good in 
the moral! order, which depends on the order of 
reason. 

Reply 0b}. 2. The reason why pleasure is not 
sought for the sake of something else is because 
it is repose in the end. Now the end may be ei- 
ther good or evil, although nothing can be an 
end except in so far as it is good in respect of 
such and such a man; and so too with regard to 
pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 3. All things seek pleasure in the 
same way as they seek good, since pleasure is the 
repose of the appetite in good. But, just as it 
happens that not every good which is desired, is 
of itself and truly good, so not every pleasure is 
of itself and truly good. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Any Pleasure Is the 
Greatest Good? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that no pleasure is the greatest 
good. 

Objection 1. Because nothing generated is the 
greatest good, since generation cannot be the 
last end But pleasure follows on generation, for 
the fact that a thing takes pleasure is due to its 
being established in its own nature, as stated 
above (Q. XXxI, A. 1). Therefore no pleasure is 
the greatest good. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which is the greatest 
good cannot be made better by addition. But 
pleasure is made better by addition; for pleas- 
ure together with virtue is bettcr than pleasure 


‘without virtue. Therefore pleasure is not the 


greatest good. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is the greatest 
good is universally good, as being good of itself, 
since that which is such of itself is prior to and 
greater than that which is such accidentally. But 
pleasure is not universally good, as stated above 
(A. 2). Therefore pleasure is not the greatest 
good. 

On the contrary, Happiness is the greatest 
good, since it is the end of man’s life. But Hap- 
piness is not without pleasure, for it is written 
(Ps. 15. 11): Thou shalt fill me with joy with 
Thy countenance; at Thy right hand are de- 
lights even to the end. 

I answer that, Plato held neither with the Sto- 
ics, who asserted that all pleasures are evil,® nor 
with the Epicureans, who maintained that all 
pleasures are good,® but he said that some are 
good, and some evil; yet, so that no pleasure be 


§ See Augustine, City of God, xtv, 8 (PL 41, 412). 
6 See Cicero, De Finsbus, 11, 3 (DD m, 507); Augustine, 
City of God, xrv, 2 (PL 41, 403). 
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the sovereign or greatest good.! But, judging 
from his arguments, he fails in two points. 
First,? because, from observing that sensible and 
bodily pleasure consists in a certain movement 
and generation, as is evident in satiety from eat- 
ing and the like, he thought that all pleasure 
arises from generation and movement: and 
from this, since generation and movement are 
the acts of something imperfect, it would follow 
that pleasure does not have the character of ul- 
timate perfection.—But this is seen to be evi- 
dently false as regards intellectual pleasures. 
For one takes pleasure not only in the genera- 
tion of knowledge, for instance. when one learns 
or wonders, as stated above (Q. xxxu, A. 8, Re- 
ply 2), but also in the act of contemplation, by 
making use of knowledge already acquired. 

Secondly, because by greatest good he under- 
stood’ that which is the supreme good absolute- 
ly, that is, the good itself apart from as it were, 
and unparticipated by, all else, in which sense 
God is the Supreme Good; but we are speaking 
of the greatest good in human things.* Now the 
greatest good of everything is its last end. And 
the end, as stated above (0. 1, A. 8; Q. I1, A. 7) 
is twofold: namely, the thing itself, and the use 
of that thing; thus the miser’s end is either 
moncy, or the possession of money. According- 
ly, man’s last end may be said to be either God 
Who is the Supreme Good absolutely; or the en- 
joyment of God, which denotes a certain pleas- 
ure in the last end. And in this sense a certain 
pleasure of man may be said to be the greatest 
among human goods. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every pleasure arises from 
a generation, for some pleasures result from 
perfect operations, as stated above. Accordingly 
nothing prevents some pleasure being the great- 
est good, although every pleasure is not such. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument is true of the 
greatest good absolutely, by participation of 
which all things are good; therefore no addition 
can make it better. But in regard to other goods, 
it is universally true that any good becomes bet- 
ter by the addition of another good. However it 
might be said that pleasure is not something ex- 
traneous to the operation of virtue, but that it 
accompanies it, as stated in the Ethics. 

Reply Obj. 3. That pleasure is the greatest 
good is due not to the mere fact that it is pleas- 

1See Aristotle, Ethics, x, 2 (1172528); Plato, Philebus 
225 
fe tile Ethics, X, 3 (1173%29); Plato, Philebus 
:: ce eaeeale Ethics, 1, 6 (1096"10); Plato, Republic 
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ure, but to the fact.that it is perfect repose in 
the perfect good. Hence it does not follow that 
every pleasure is supremely good, or even good 
at all. Thus a certain science is supremely sor, 
but not every science is. | 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Pleasure Is the Measure 
or Rule by Which to Judge of Moral 
Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that pleasure is not the measure or 
rule of moral good and evil. 

Objection 1. Because “that which is first in a 
genus is the measure of all the rest.’’® But pleas- 
ure is not the first thing in the moral genus, for 
it is preceded by love and desire. Therefore it is 
not the rule of goodness and malice in moral 
matters. 

Obj. 2. Further, a measure or rule should be 
uniform; hence that movement which Js the 
most uniform, is the measure and rule of all 
movements ” But pleasures are various and mul- 
tiform, since some of them are good, and some 
evil. Therefore pleasure is not the measure and 
rule of morals. 

Obj. 3. Further, judgment of the effect from 
its cause is more certain than judgment of cause 
from effect. Now goodness or malice of opera- 
tion is the cause of goodness or malice of pleas- 
ure, because those pleasures are good which re- 
sult from good operations, and those are evil 
which arise from evil operations, as stated in the 
Ethics. Therefore pleasures are not the rule and 
measure of moral goodness and malice. 

On the contrary, Augustine, commenting on 
Ps. 7. 10, The searcher of hearts and reins ts 
God, says:° “The end of care and thought is the 
pleasure which each one aims at achieving.” And 
the Philosopher says’ that “pleasure is the archi- 
tect, that is, the principal end," in regard to 
which, we say absolutely that this is evil, and 
that, good.” 

T answer that, Moral goodness or malice de- 
pends chiefly on the will, as stated above (Q. 
xx, A. 1), and it is chiefly from the end that we 
know whether the will is good or evil. Now the 
end is taken to be that in which the will reposes; 

6 Aristotle, Metaphysics, x, 1 (105218); cf. Physics, tv, 
14 (22313). 

7 Aristotle, Melaphysics, X, 1 (1053"8); cf. Physics, 
boc. cit. 

8 Aristotle, x, § (117524); cf. viz, 14 (1154"18; 56). 

9 Fnarr.in Ps. (PL 36, 109). 

10 Ethics, vil, 1z (11522). 

St. Thomas took fits as being in the nominative, 
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of the end.” 
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and the repose of the will and of every appetite 
in the good is pleasure. And therefore man is 
judged to be good or bad chiefly according to 
the pleasure of the human will; for that man is 
good and virtuous who takes pleasure in the 
works of virtue, and that man evil who takes 
pleasure in evil works. 

On the other hand, pleasures of the sensitive 
appetite are not the rule of moral goodness and 
malice; for food is universally pleasurable to 
the sensitive appetite both of good and of evil 
men. But the will of the good man takes pleas- 
ure in them in accordance with reason, to which 
the will of the evil man gives no heed. 

Reply Obj. 1. Love and desire precede pleas- 
ure in the order of generation. But pleasure pre- 
cedes them in the order of the end, which serves 
as a principle in actions; and it is by the princi- 
ple, which is the rule and measure of such mat- 
ters, that we form our judgment. 

Reply Obj. 2. All pleasures are uniform in the 
point of their being the repose in something 
good, and in this respect pleasure can be a rule 
or measure. Because that man is good, whose 
will rests in the true good, and that man evil, 
whose will rests in evil. 

Reply Obj. 3. Since pleasure perfects opera- 
tion as its end, as stated above (Q. XXXII. A. 4), 
an operation cannot be perfectly good unless 
there be also pleasure in good; for the goodness 
of a thing depends on its end. And thus, in a 
way, the goodness of the pleasure is the cause of 
goodness in the operation. 


QUESTION XXXV 
OF PAIN OR SORROW, IN ITSELF 
(In. Eight Articles) 


We have now to consider pain and sorrow, 
concerning which we must consider (1) Sor- 
row or pain in itself; (2) Its cause (Q. XxxvI); 
(3) Its effects (q. xxxvir); (4) Its remedies 
(q. xxxvitt); (5) Its goodness or malice (a. 
XXXIX). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether pain is a passion of the 
soul? (2) Whether sorrow is the same as pain? 
(3) Whether sorrow or pain is contrary to pleas- 
ure? (4) Whether all sorrow is contrary to all 
pleasure? (5) Whether there is a sorrow con- 
trary to the pleasure of contemplation? (6) 
Whether sorrow is to be shunned more than 
pleasure is to be sought? (7) Whether exterior 
pain is greater than interior? (8) Of the species 
of sorrow? 
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ARTICLE 1. Whether Pain Is a Passion 
of the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that pain is not a passion of the soul. 

Objection 1. Because no passion of the soul is 
in the body. But pain can be in the body, since 
Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xii),’ that 
“bodily pain is a sudden corruption of the well- 
being of that thing which the soul, by making 
evil use of it, made subject to corruption.” 
Therefore pain is not a passion of the soul. 

Obj. 2. Further, every passion of the soul per- 
tains to the appetitive power. But pain does not 
pertain to the appetitive, but rather to the ap- 
prehensive part; for Augustine says (De Nat. 
Boni, xx)? that “bodily pain is caused by the 
sense resisting a more powerful body.” There- 
fore pain Is not a passion of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, every passion of the soul per- 
tains to the animal appetite. But pain does not 
pertain to the animal appetite, but rather to the 
natural appetite; for Augustine says (Gen. ad 
lit. viii, 14) :° “Had not some good remained in 
nature, we should feel no pain in being punished 
by the loss of good.” Therefore pain is not a pas- 
sion of the soul. 

On the contrary, Augustine’ places pain 
among the passions of the soul, quoting Virgil 
( 4ineid, vi, 733): 


“Hence wild desires and grovelling fears 
And human laughter, human tears.” 
(Trl. CONINGTON.) 


I answer that, Just as two things are requisite 
for pleasure; namely, being joined to good and 
perception of this union. so also two things are 
requisite for pain; namely, being joined to some 
evil (which is in so far evil as it deprives one of 
some good), and perception of this union. Now 
whatever is joined, if it does not have the aspect 
of good or evil with respect to the being to 
which it is joined, cannot cause pleasure or pain. 
Hence it is evident that something under the 
aspect of good or evil is the object of pleasure or 
pain. But good and evil, as such, are objects of 
the appetite. Consequently it is clear that pleas- 
ure and pain belong to the appetite. 

Now every appetitive movement or inclina- 
tion consequent to apprehension, belongs to the 
intellectual or sensitive appetite; for the inclina- 
tion of the natural appetite is not consequent to 
an apprehension of the subject of that appetite, 
but to the apprehension of another, as stated in 


1 PL 34, 142. 2 PL 42, 557. > PL 34, 385. 
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the First Part (Q. vi, A. 1; Q. CII, AA. 1, 3). 
Since then pleasure and pain presuppose some 
sense or apprehension in the same subject, it is 
evident that pain, like pleasure, is in the intel- 
lectual or sensitive appetite. 

Again every movement of the sensitive appe- 
tite is called a passion, as stated above (Q. xxm, 
AA. I, 3), and especially those which tend to 
some defect. Consequently pain, according as it 
is in the sensitive appetite, is most properly 
called a passion of the soul, just as bodily ail- 
ments are properly called passions of the body. 
Hence Augustine! calls pain in particular a kind 
of “ailment.” 

Reply Obj. 1. We speak of pain of the body, 
because the cause of pain is in the body, as for 
instance when we suffer something hurtful to 
the body. But the movement of pain is always in 
the soul; for “the body cannot feel pain unless 
the soul feel it,” as Augustine says on Ps. 86. 10.” 

Reply Obj. 2. We speak of pain of the senses 
not as though it were an act of the sensitive 
power, but because the senses are required for 
bodily pain, in the same way as for bodily pleas- 
ure. 

Reply Obj. 3. Pain at the loss of good proves 
the goodness of the nature, not because pain is 
an act of the natural appetite, but because na- 
ture desires something as good, the removal of 
which being perccived, there follows the passion 
of pain in the sensitive appetite. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Sorrow Is the 
Same as Pain? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that sorrow is not pain. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says that “pain is 
used to express bodily suffering.” But sorrow is 
used more in reference to the soul. Therefore 
sorrow is not pain. 

Obj. 2. Further, pain is only in respect of 
present evil. But sorrow can refer to both past 
and future evil; thus repentance is sorrow for 
the past, and anxiety is sorrow for the future. 
Therefore sorrow is quite different from pain. 

Obj. 3. Further, pain does not seem to follow 
save from the sense of touch. But sorrow can 
arise from all the senses. Therefore sorrow is 
not pain, and extends to more objects. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. 9. 
2): J have great sorrow (Douay,—sadness) and 
continual pain (Douay,—sorrow) in my heart, 
thus denoting the same thing by sorrow and 
pain. 

1 City of God, xiv, 7 (PL 41, 411). 

2 Enarr. in Ps. (PL 37, 1110).  ? City af God, loc. cié. 
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I answer that, Pleasure and pain can arise 
from a twofold apprehension, namely, from the 
apprehension of an exterior sense, and from the 
interior apprehension of the intellect or of the 
imagination. Now the interior apprehension ex- 
tends to more objects than the exterior appre- 
hension, because whatever things come under 
the exterior apprehension, come under the inte- 
rior, but not conversely. Consequently that 
pleasure alone which is caused by an interior ap- 
prehension is called joy, as stated above (a. 
XXXI, A. 3); and in like manner that pain alone 
which is caused by an interior apprehension, is 
called sorrow. And just as that pleasure which is 
caused by an exterior apprehension is called 
pleasure but not joy, so too that pain which is 
caused by an exterior apprehension is called pain 
but not sorrow. Accordingly sorrow is a species 
of pain, as joy is a species of pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking there of 
the use of the word, because pain is more gener- 
ally used in reference to bodily pains, which are 
better known, than in reference to spiritual 
pains. 

Reply Obj. 2, External sense perceives only 
what is present; but the interior knowing power 
can perceive the present, past and future. Con- 
sequently sorrow can regard present, past and 
future, but bodily pain, which follows the ap- 
prehension of the external sense, can only regard 
something present. 

Reply Obj. 3. The sensibles of touch are pain- 
ful, but only in so far as they are disproportion- 
ate to the apprehensive power, but also in so far 
as they are contrary to nature; but the objects 
of the other senses can indeed be disproportion- 
ate to the apprehensive power, but they are not 
contrary to nature, save as they are subordinate 
to the sensibles of touch. Consequently man 
alone, who is an animal perfect in knowledge, 
takes pleasure in the objects of the other senses 
for their own sake; but other animals take no 
pleasure in them save as referable to the sensi- 
bles of touch, as stated in the Ethics.* Accord- 
ingly, in referring to the objects of the other 
senses, we do not speak of pain in so far as it is 
contrary to natural pleasure, but rather of sor- 
row, which is contrary to joy. So then if pain be 
taken as denoting bodily pain, which is its more 
usual meaning, then it is contrasted with sorrow, 
according to the distinction of interior and exte- 
rior apprehension; although, on the part of the 
objects, pleasure extends further than does bod- 
ily pain. But if pain be taken in a wide sense, 
then it is the genus of sorrow, as stated above. 

4 Aristotle, m1, 10 (1118*16). 
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| ne strong desire for a certain pleasure, one ' does 
pete ek mula aie ow or Pain Is not shrink from undergoing ‘pain, so as to ob- 
tain that pleasure. In each of these ways, the 
We proceed thus to the Third Article: It sorrows of the present life lead us to the com- 
would seem that sorrow is not contrary to fort of the future life. Because by the mere fact 
pleasure. that man mourns for his sins, or for the delay 
Objection 1. For one of two contraries is not of glory, he merits the consolation of eternity. 
the cause of the other. But sorrow can be the In like manner a man merits it when he does 
cause of pleasure; for it is written (Matt. 5. not shrink from hardships and difficulties in 
s): Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall order to obtain it. 
be comforted. Therefore they are not contrary Reply Obj. 2. Pain itself can be pleasurable 
to one another. accidentally in so far as it is accompanied by 
Obj. 2. Further, one contrary does not de- wonder, as in stage-plays; or in so far as it re- 
nominate the other. But to some, pain orsorrow calls a beloved object to one’s memory, and 
gives pleasure; thus Augustine says! that in makes one feel one’s love for the thing, whose 
stage-plays sorrow itself gives pleasure; and absence gives us pain. Consequently, since love 
that “weeping is a bitter thing, and yet it some- is pleasant, both pain and whatever else results 
times pleases us.”? Therefore pain is not con- from love, in so far as they remind us of our 
trary to pleasure. love, are pleasant. And, for this reason, we de- 
Qbj. 3. Further, one contrary is not the mat- rive pleasure even from pains depicted on the 
ter of the other, because contraries cannot be to- stage, in so far as, in witnessing them, we per- 
gether at the same time. But sorrow can be the ceive ourselves to conceive a certain love for 
matter of pleasure; for Augustine says (De P@- those who are there represented. 
nit. xiii)?: “The penitent should ever sorrow, Reply Obj. 3. The will and the reason reflect 
and rejoice in his sorrow.” The Philosopher too on their own acts, since the acts themselves of 
says that, on the other hand, “the evil man feels _ the will and reason are considered under the as- 
pain at having been pleased.’* Therefore pleas- pect of good or evil. In this way sorrow can be 
ure and pain are not contrary to one another. the matter of pleasure, or vice versa, not per se 
On the contrary, Augustine says® that “joy is but accidentally; that is, in so far as either of 
the volition of consent to the things we wish; them is considered under the aspect of good or 
but sorrow is the volition of dissent from the _ evil. 
things we do not wish.” But consent and dissent 
are contraries. Therefore pleasure and sorrow ARTICLE 4. Whether All Sorrow Is Contrary 


are contrary to one another. ‘to All Pleasure? 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,® con- We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
trariety is a difference in respect of a form. seems that all sorrow is contrary to all pleasure. 
Now the form or species of a passion or move- Objection 1. Because. just as whiteness and 


ment is taken from the object or term. Conse- blackness are contrary species of colour, so 
quently, since the objects of pleasure and sor- pleasure and sorrow are contrary species of the 
row or pain, namely, present good and present soul’s passions. But whiteness and blackness are 
evil, are contrary to one another, it follows that universally opposed to one another. Therefore 
pain and pleasure are contrary to one another. pleasure and sorrow are So too. 

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders one contrary. Obj. 2. Further, remedies are made of things 
causing the other accidentally, and in this way * contrary. But every pleasure is a remedy for all 
sorrow can he the cause of pleasure. In one way, manner of sorrow, as the Philosopher declares.’ 
in so far as from sorrow at the absence of some- Therefore every pleasure is contrary to every 
thing, or at the presence of its contrary, one sorrow. 
seeks the more eagerly for something pleasant; Obj. 3. Further, contraries are hindrances to 
thus a thirsty man seeks more eagerly the pleas- one another. But every sorrow hinders any kind 
ure of a drink, as a remedy for the pain that he of pleasure, as is evident from the Ethics® 
suffers. In another way, in so far as, from a Therefore every sorrow is contrary to every 

1 Confessions, 111, 2 (PL 32, 683). pleasure. 

2 Ibid, 1v, 10 (PL 32, 697). On the contrary, The same thing is not the 

* Contained among the works of Augustine (PL 49, cause of contraries. But joy for one thing and 
1124). 4 Ethics, 1x, 4 (1166°23). ; : 

5 City of God, xrv, 6 (PL 4r, 400). sorrow for the opposite thing proceed from the 

6 Metaphysics, X, 4 (1055°3). 1 Ethics, vit, 14 (1154°13). 8 Aristotle, x, 5 (1175>r6). 
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same -habit; thus from charity it happens that 
we rejoice with them that rejoice, and weep 
with them that weep (Rom. 12. 15). Therefore 
not every sorrow is contrary to every pleasure. 

I answer that, As stated in the Metaphysics, 
contrariety is a difference according to form. 
Now a form may be generic or specific. Conse- 
quently things may be contraries in respect of 
a generic form, as virtue and vice; or in respect 
of a specific form, as justice and injustice. 

Now we must observe that some things are 
specified by absolute forms, for instance, sub- 
stances and qualities; but other things are spe- 
cified in relation to something extrinsic, for in- 
stance, passions and movements, which derive 
their species from their terms or objects. Accord- 
ingly in those things that are specified by abso- 
lute forms, it happens that species contained 
under contrary genera are not contrary as to 
their specific nature; but it does not happen for 
them to have any affinity or fittingness to one 
another. For intemperance and justice, which 
are in the contrary genera of virtue and vice, 
are not contrary to one another in respect of 
their specific nature; and yet theyhave no affini- 
ty or fittingness to one another. On the other 
hand, in those things that are specified in rela- 
tion to something extrinsic, it happens that spe- 
cies belonging to contrary genera are not only 
not contrary to one another, but also that they 
have a certain mutual affinity and fittingness. 
The reason of this is that where there is one 
same relation to two contraries, there is con- 
trariety; for example, to approach to a white 
thing, and to approach to a black thing, are 
contraries; but contrary relations to contrary 
things implies a certain likeness, for instance, to 
recede from something white, and to approach 
to something black. This is most evident in the 
case of contradiction, which is the principle of 
opposition; because opposition consists in af- 
firming and denying the same thing, for exam- 
ple, white and not-white, while there is fitting- 
ness and likeness in the affirmation of one con- 
trary and the denial of the other, as, if I were to 
say black and not white. 

Now sorrow and pleasure, being passions, are 
specified by their objects. According to their re- 
spective genera, they are contrary fo one an- 
other: for “one pertains to pursuit, the other to 
avoidance, which are to the appetite what af- 
firmation and denial are to the intellect.”? Con- 
sequently sorrow and pleasure in respect of the 
same object, are in opposition to one another 


1 Aristotle, x, 4 (1055*3). 
2 Aristotle, Ethics, VII, 2 (1139%21). 
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according to species; but sorrow and pleasure in 
respect of objects that are not opposite but 
disparate, are not opposed to one another ac- 
cording to the aspect of species, but are also 
disparate; for instance, sorrow at the death of 
a friend, and pleasure in contemplation. If, how- 
ever, those diverse objects be contrary to one 
another, then pleasure and sorrow are not only 
not specifically contrary, but they also have a 
certain mutual fittingness and affinity; for in- 
stance to rejoice in good and to sorrow for evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Whiteness and blackness do not 
take their species from their relationship to 
something extrinsic, as pleasure and sorrow do; 
therefore the comparison does not hold. 

Reply Obj. 2. Genus is taken from matter, as 
is stated in the Metaphysics,? and in accidents 
the subject takes the place of matter. Now it 
has been said above that pleasure and sorrow 
are generically contrary to one another. Conse- 
quently in every sorrow the subject has a dis- 
position contrary to the disposition of the sub- 
ject of pleasure, for in every pleasure the appe- 
tite is viewed as accepting what it possesses, 
and in every sorrow, as avoiding it. And there- 
fore on the part of the subject every pleasure is 
a remedy for any kind of sorrow, and every sor- 
row is a hindrance of all manner of pleasure; 
but chiefly when pleasure is opposed to sorrow 
specifically. 

Hence the Reply to the Third Objection is 
evident.—Or we may say that although not 
every sorrow is specifically contrary to every 
pleasure, yet they are contrary to one another 
in regard to their effects; for one has the effect 
of strengthening the animal nature, while the 
other results in a kind of discomfort. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether There Is Any Sorrow 
Contrary to the Pleasure of Contemplation? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that there is a sorrow that is con- 
trary to the pleasure of contemplation. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (II Cor. 7. 
10): The sorrow that is according to God, 
worketh penance steadfast unto salvation. Now 
to look at God pertains to the higher reason, 
whose act is to give itself to contemplation, ac- 
cording to Augustine (De Trin. xii, 3, 4).* 
Therefore there is a sorrow contrary to the 
pleasure of contemplation. 

Qbj. 2. Further, contrary things have con- 
trary effects. If therefore the contemplation of 
one contrary gives pleasure, the other contrary 

3 Aristotle, vitt, 2 (1043°5); cf. VI, 12 (1038*6). 

4PL 42, 999, 1000. , 
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will give sorrow, and so there will be a sorrow 
contrary to the pleasure of contemplation. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the object of pleasure is 
good, so the object of sorrow is evil. But con- 
templation can have an aspect of evil: since the 
Philosopher says! that it is unfitting to meditate 
of certain things. Therefore sorrow can be con- 
trary to the pleasure of contemplation. 

Obj. 4. Further, any work, so far as it is un- 
hindered, can be a cause of pleasure, as stated 
in the Efhics.2 But the work of contemplation 
can be hindered in many ways, either so as to 
destroy it altogether, or so as to make it diffi- 
cult. Therefore in contemplation there can be a 
sorrow contrary to the pleasure. 

Obj. 5. Further, affliction of the flesh is a 
cause of sorrow. But, as it is written (Eccles. 
12.12) much study is an affliction of the flesh. 
Therefore contemplation admits of sorrow con- 
trary to its pleasure. 

On the contrary, It is written (Wisd. 8. 16): 
Her, that is, wisdom’s, conversation hath no bit- 
terness, nor her company any tediousness; but 
joy and gladness. Now the conversation and 
company of wisdom are found in contempla- 
tion. Therefore there is no sorrow contrary to 
the pleasure of contemplation. 

I answer that, The pleasure of contemplation 
can be understood in two ways. In one way, so 
that contemplation is {he cause, but not the ob- 
ject of pleasure; and then pleasure is taken not 
in contemplating but in the thing contemplated. 
Now it is possible to contemplate something 
harmful and sorrowful, just as to contemplate 
something suitable and pleasant. Consequently 
if the pleasure of contemplation be taken in this 
way, nothing hinders some sorrow being con- 
trary to the pleasure of contemplation. 

In another way, the pleasure of contempla- 
tion is understood so that contemplation is its 
object and cause, as when one takes pleasure in 
the very act of contemplating. And thus, ac- 


cording to Gregory of Nyssa? “no sorrow is. 
contrary to that pleasure which is about con- - 


templation”; and the Philosopher says the 
same.‘ This, however, is to t# understood as 
being the case properly speaking. The reason is 
because sorrow is of itself contrary to pleasure 
in a contrary object; thus pleasure in heat is 
contrary to sorrow caused by cold. But there is 
no contrary to the object of contemplation, be- 
cause contraries, as apprehended by the mind, 


1 Metaphysics, X11, 9 (107432). 

2 Aristotle, vir, 12, 13 (1153%14; 11); x, 4 (117420). 
3 Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., xvui1 (PG 40, 680). 

4 Topics, 1, 13 (10638); Ethics, x, 3 (1273°16). 
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are not contrary, but one is the means of know- 
ing the other. Therefore, properly speaking, 
there cannot be a sorrow contrary to the pleas- 
ure of contemplation. Nor has it any sorrow 
joined to it, as bodily pleasures have, which are 
like remedies against certain annoyances; thus 
a man takes pleasure in drinking through being 
troubled with thirst, but when the thirst is com- 
pletely driven out, the pleasure of drinking 
ceases also. Because the pleasure of contempla- 
tion is not caused by one’s being quit of an an- 
noyance, but by the fact that contemplation is 
pleasant in itself, for pleasure is not a genera- 
tion but a perfect operation, as stated above (a. 
XXXI, A. 1). 

‘ Accidentally, however, sorrow is mingled with 
the pleasure of apprehension, and this in two 
ways; first, on the part of an organ, secondly, 
through some impediment in the apprehension. 
On the part of an organ, sorrow or pain is min- 
gled with apprehension, directly, as regards the 
apprehensive powers of the sensitive part, which 
have a bodily organ;—either from the sensible 
object disagreeing with the normal condition of 
the organ, as the taste of something bitter, and 
the smell of something foul,—or from the sensi- 
ble object, though agreeable, being so continu- 
ous in its action on the sense, that it exceeds the 
natural habit, as stated above (q. XXXII, A. 2), 
the result being that an apprehension which at 
first was pleasant becomes tedious. 

But these two things cannot occur directly in 
the contemplation of the mind, because the 


‘mind has no corporeal organ: and so it was said 


in the authority quoted above (on the contrary) 
that intellectual contemplation has neither bit- 
terness, nor tediousness. Since, however, the hu- 
man mind makes use in contemplation of the 
sensitive powers of apprehension, to whose acts 
weariness js incidental, therefore some affliction 
or pain is indirectly mingled with contempla- 
tion. 

Nevertheless, in neither of these ways is the 
pain thus accidentally mingled with contempla- 
tion contrary to the pleasure of contemplation. 
Because pain caused by a hindrance to contem- 
plation is not contrary to the pleasure of con- 
templation, but rather is in affinity and in har- 
mony with it, as is evident from what has been 
said above (A, 4); but pain or sorrow caused by 
bodily weariness does not belong to the same 
genus, and hence it is altogether disparate. Ac- 
cordingly it is evident that no sorrow is con- 
trary to pleasure taken in the very act of con- 
templation; nor is any sorrow connected with it 
save accidentally. 
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Reply Obj. 1. The sorrow which is according 
to God, is not caused by the contemplation it- 
self of the mind, but by something which the 
mind contemplates; namely, by sin, which the 
mind considers as contrary to the love of 
God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Things which are contrary ac- 
cording to nature are not contrary according as 
they exist in the mind; for the notions of con- 
traries are not contrary, but rather is one con- 
trary the reason for knowing the other. Hence 
one and the same science considers contraries. 

Reply Obj. 3. Contemplation, in itself, is 
never evil, since it is nothing else than the con- 
sideration of truth, which is the good of the in- 
tellect; it can, however, be evil accidentally, 
that is, in so far as the contemplation of a less 
noble object hinders the contemplation of a 
more noble object; or on the part of the object 
contemplated, to which the appetite is inordi- 
nately attached. 

Reply Ob]. 4. Sorrow caused by a hindrance 
to contemplation is not contrary to the pleasure 
of contemplation, but is in kindred to it, as 
stated ahove. 

Reply Obj. 5. Affliction of the flesh affects 
contemplation accidentally and indirectly, as 
stated above. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Sorrow Is to Be Shunned 
More Than Pleasure Is to Be Sought? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that sorrow is {o be shunned more than 
pleasure is to be sought. 

Objection 3. For Augustine says,! “There is 
nobody that does not shun sorrow more than he 
seeks pleasure.” Now that which all agree in 
doing, seems to be natural. Therefore it is natu- 
tal and right for sorrow to be shunned more 
than pleasure is sought. 

Obj. 2. Further, the action of a contrary con- 
duces to rapidity and intensity of movement; 
for “hot watcr freezes quicker and harder.’ 
But the shunning of sorrow is due to the con- 
trariety of the cause of sorrow; the desire for 
pleasure however does not arise from any con- 
trariety, but rather from the suitableness of the 
pleasant object. Therefore sorrow is shunned 
more eagerly than pleasure is sought. 

Obj. 3. Further, the stronger the passion 
which a man resists according to reason, the 
more worthy is he of praise, and the more virtu- 
ous, for “virtue is concerned with the difficult 
and the good.”? But the brave man who resists 


190. LXXxim, Qu. 36 (PL 40, 25). 


2 Meteorology, 1, 12 (348536). 4 Ethics, u, 3 (1105"9). 
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the movement of shunning sorrow is more vir- 
tuous than the temperate man, who resists the 
movement of desire for pleasure, for the Philos- 
opher says‘ that “the brave and the just are 
chiefly honored.” Therefore the movement of 
shunning sorrow is more eager than the move- 
ment of seeking pleasure. 

On the contrary, Good is stronger than evil, 
as Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. iv).5 But 
pleasure is desirable for the sake of the good 
which is its object, but the shunning of sorrow 
is on account of evil. Therefore the desire for 
pleasure is more eager than the shunning of 
Sorrow. 

I answer that, The desire for pleasure is of 
itself stronger than the shunning of sorrow. The 
reason of this is that the cause of pleasure is a 
suitable good, while the cause of pain or sorrow 
is an unsuitable evil. Now it happens that a cer- 
tain good is suitable without any discordance at 
all, but it is not possible for any evil to be so 
unsuitable as not to be suitable in some way. 
Therefore pleasure can be entire and perfect; 
but sorrow is always partial. Therefore desire 
for pleasure is naturally greater than the shun- 
ning of sorrow. Another reason is because the 
good, which is the object of pleasure, is sought 
for its own sake, but evil, which is the object of 
sorrow, is to be shunned as being a privation of 
good. And that which is by reason of itself is 
stronger than that which is by reason of some- 
thing else. Moreover we find a sign of this in 
natural movements. For every natural move- 
ment is more intense in the end, when a thing 
approaches the term that is suitable to its na- 
ture, than at the beginning, when it leaves the 
term that is unsuitable to its nature; as though 
nature were more eager in tending to what is 
suitable to it than in shunning what is contrary. 
Therefore the inclination of the appetitive 
power is, of itself, more eager in tending to 
pleasure than in shunning sorrow. 

But it happens accidentally that a man shuns 
sorrow more eagerly than he seeks pleasure, and 
this for three reasons. First, on the part of the 
apprehension. Because, as Augustine says (De 
Trin. x, 12),§ “love is felt more keenly, when 
we lack that which we love.” Now from the lack 
of what we love, sorrow results, which is caused 
either by the loss of some loved good, or by the 
entrance of some contrary evil. But pleasure 
suffers no lack of the good loved, for it rests in 
possession of it. Since then love is the cause of 


* Rhetoric, 11, 4 (1381%21). 
§ Sect. 20 (PG 3, 727). 
* PL 42, 084. 
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pleasure and sorrow, the latter is the more 
shunned according as love is the more keenly 
felt on account of that which is contrary to it. 
Secondly, on the part of the cause of sorrow or 
pain, which cause is contrary to a good that is 
more loved than the good in which we take 
pleasure. For we love the natural well-being of 
the body more than the pleasure of eating, and 
consequently we would leave the pleasure of 
eating and the like, from fear of the pain occa- 
sioned by blows or other such causes, which 
are contrary to the well-being of the body. 
Thirdly, on the part of the effect; namely, in 
so far as sorrow hinders not only one pleasure, 
but all. 

Reply Obj. 1. The saying of Augustine that 
“sorrow is shunned more than pleasure is 
sought” is true accidentally but not per se. And 
this is clear from what he says after: “Since we 
see that the most savage animals are deterred 
from the greatest pleasures by fear of pain,” 
which pain is contrary to life which is loved 
above all. 

Reply Obj. 2. The case is not the same with 
movement from within and movement from 
without. For movement from within tends to 
what is suitable more than it recedes from that 
which is contrary, as we remarked above in re- 
gard to natural movement. But movement from 
without is intensified by the very contrariety, 
because each thing strives in its own way to re- 
sist anything contrary to it, as aiming at its own 
preservation. Hence violent movement is in- 
tense at first, and slackens towards the end. 
Now the movement of the appetitive part is 
from within, since it tends from the soul to the 
thing. Consequently pleasure is, of itself, more 
to be sought than sorrow is to be shunned. But 
the movement of the sensitive part is from 
without, as it were from things to the soul. 
Consequently the more contrary a thing is, the 
more it is felt. And then too, accidentally, in so 


far as the senses are required for pleasure and | 
pain, pain is shunned more than pleasure is - 


sought. 

Reply Obj. 3. A brave man is not praised be- 
cause, in accordance with reason, he is not over- 
come by any kind of sorrow or pain whatever, 
but because he is not overcome by that which is 
concerned with the dangers of death. And this 
kind of sorrow is more shunned than pleasures 
of the table or of sexual intercourse are sought, 
which latter pleasures are the object of temper- 
ance; just as life is loved more than food and 
sexual pleasure. But the temperate man is 
praised for refraining from pleasures of touch 
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more than for not shunning the pains which are 
contrary to them, as is stated in the Ethics. 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Outward Pain Is 
Greater Than Interior Sorrow? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that outward pain is greater than interior 
sorrow of the heart. 7 

Objection 1. Because outward pain arises 
from a cause contrary to the well-being of the 
body in which is life, while interior sorrow ‘is 
caused by some evil in the imagination. Since, 
therefore, life is loved more than an imagined 
good, it seems that, according to what has been 
said above (A. 6), outward pain is greater than 
interior sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, the reality moves more than 
its likeness does. But outward pain arises from 
the real conjunction of some contrary, while in- 
ward sorrow arises from the apprehended like- 
ness of a contrary. Therefore outward pain is 
greater than inward sorrow. 

Obj. 3. Further, a cause is known by its ef- 
fect. But outward pain has stronger effects; for 
man dies more easily of outward pain than of 
interior sorrow. Therefore outward pain is 
greater and is shunned more than interior sor- 
row. 

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 25. 
17): The sadness of the heart is every wound 
(Douay,—plague), and the wickedness of a 
woman is all evil. Therefore, just as the wicked- 
ness of a woman surpasses all other wickedness, 
as the text implies, so sadness of the heart sur- 
passes every outward wound. 

I answer that, Interior and exterior pain agree 
in one point, and differ in two. They agree in 
this, that each is a movement of the appetitive 
power, as stated above (a. 1). But they differ in 
respect of those two things which are requisite 
for pain and pleasure; namely, in respect of the 
cause, which is a conjoined good or evil, and in 
respect of the apprehension. For the cause of 
outward pain is a conjoined evil contrary to the 
body, while the cause of inward pain is a con- 
joined evil contrary to the appetite. Again, out- 
ward pain arises from an apprehension of sense, 
and especially of touch, while inward pain arises 
from an interior apprehension, of the imagina- 
tion or of the reason. 

If then we compare the cause of inward pain 
to the cause of outward pain, the former be- 
longs, of itself, to the appetite to which both 
these pains belong, while the latter belongs to 
the appetite indirectly. Because inward pain 

1 Aristotle, 111, rz (1118°28). 
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arises from something being contrary to the ap- 
petite itself, while outward pain arises from 
something being contrary to the appetite, 
through being contrary to the body. Now, that 
which is of itself is always prior to that which is 
by reason of another. Therefore, from this point 
of view, inward pain surpasses outward pain. In 
like manner also on the part of apprehension, 
because the apprehension of reason and imagi- 
nation is of a higher order than the apprehen- 
sion of the sense of touch. Consequently inward 
pain is, absolutely and of itself, more keen than 
outward pain. A sign of this is that one willingly 
undergoes outward pain in order to avoid in- 
ward pain. And in so far as outward pain is not 
contrary to the interior appetite, it becomes in 
a manner pleasant and agreeable by way of 
inward joy. 

Sometimes, however, outward pain is accom- 
panied by inward pain, and then the pain is in- 
creased. Because inward pain is not only greater 
than outward pain, it is also more universal, 
since whatever is contrary to the body, can be 
contrary to the interior appetite; and whatever 
is apprehended by sense may be apprehended 
by imagination and reason, but not conversely. 
Hence in the passage quoted above it is said ex- 
pressively: Sadness of the heart is every wound, 
because even the pains of outward wounds are 
comprised in the interior sorrows of the heart. 

Reply Obj. 1. Inward pain can also arise 
from things that are contrary to life. And then 
the comparison of inward to outward pain must 
not be taken in reference to the various evils 
that cause pain, but in regard to the various 
ways in which this cause of pain is compared to 
the appetite. 

Reply Obj. 2. Inward pain does not proceed 
from the apprehended likeness of a thing as 
from a cause; for a man is not inwardly pained 
by the apprehended likeness itself, but by the 
thing which the likeness represents. And this 
thing is all the more perfectly apprehended by 
means of its likeness as this likeness 1s more 
immaterial and abstract. Consequently inward 
pain is, of itself, greater, as being caused by a 
greater evil, because evil is better known by an 
inward apprehension. 

Reply Obj. 3. Bodily changes are more liable 
to be caused by outward pain, both from the 
fact that outward pain is caused by a corrupting 
thing joined to it corporally, which is anecessary 
condition of the sense of touch; and from the 
fact that the outward sense is more material 
than the inward sense, just as the sensitive ap- 
petite is more material than the intellectual. 
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For this reason, as stated above (9. xx, 4.°3; 
Q. XXXI, A. 5), the body undergoes a greater 
change from the movement of the sensitive ap- 
petite; and, in like manner, from outward than 
from inward pain. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether There Are Only Four 
Species of Sorrow? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
would seem that Damascene’s (De Fide Orthod. 
ii, 14)! division of sorrow into four species is 
incorrect; namely, into accdia, distress, which 
Gregory of Nyssa? calls anxiety—pity, and 
envy. 

Objection 1. For sorrow is contrary to pleas- 
ure. But there are not several species of pleas- 
ure. Therefore it is incorrect to assign different 
species of sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, repentance is a species of 
sorrow, and so are indignation (nemesis) and 
Jealousy (zelus), as the Philosopher states.* 
But these are not included in the above species. 
Therefore this division is insufficient. 

Obj. 3. Further, the members of a division 
should be things that are opposed to one an- 
other. But these species are not opposed to one 
another. For according to Gregory* “‘acedia is 
sorrow depriving of speech; anxiety is the sorrow 
that weighs down; envy is sorrow for another’s 
good; pity is sorrow for another’s evils.’’ But it 
is possible for one to sorrow for another’s evils, 
and for another’s good, and at the same time to 
be weighed down inwardly, and outwardly to be 
speechless, Therefore this division is incorrect. 

On the contrary stands the twofold authority 
of Gregory of Nyssa and of Damascene. 

I answer that, It pertains to the notion of a 
species that it is something added to the genus. 
But a thing can be added to a genus in two 
ways. First, as something belonging of itself to 
the genus, and contained in it virtually; thus 
rational is added to animal. Such an addition 
makes true species of a genus, as the Philoso- 
pher says.® But, secondly, a thing may be added 
to a genus, that is, as it were, extraneous to the 
notion conveyed by that genus; thus white or 
something of the kind may be added to animal. 
Such an addition does not make true species of 
the genus, according to the usual sense in which 
we speak of genera and species. But sometimes 
a thing is said to be a species of a certain genus 


1 PG 94, 932. 

2 Nemesius,— De Nat. Hom., x1x (PG 40, 688). 

3 Rhetoric, 11, 9, 11 (13869; 1388%30). 

4Cf£ Nemesius, loc. cit. Cf. Diogenes Luertes, De Vita of 
Mor. Philosoph., vir, 113 (DD 183); Stobaeus, Eclogae, 11, 6, 
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through having something extraneous to that 
genus indeed, but to which the notion of that 
genus is applicable; thus a live coal or a flame 
is said to be a species of fire, because in each of 
them the nature of fire is applied to a foreign 
matter. In like manner we speak of astronomy 
and perspective as being species of mathe- 
matics, in so far as the principles of mathe- 
matics are applied to natural matter. 

In accordance with this manner of speaking, 
the species of sorrow are assigned by an appli- 
cation of the notion of sorrow to something ex- 
traneous to it. This extraneous thing may be 
taken on the part of the cause or object, or of 
the effect. For the proper object of sorrow is 
one’s own evil. Hence sorrow may be concerned 
for an object extraneous to it either through 
one’s being sorry for an evil that is not one’s 
own; and thus we have pity which is sorrow for 
another’s evil, considered, however, as one’s 
own;—or through one’s being sorry for some- 
thing that is neither evil nor one’s own, but an- 
other’s good, considered, however, as one’s own 
evil; and thus we have envy. But the proper ef- 
fect of sorrow consists in a certain flight of the 
appetite. Therefore the extraneous element in 
the effect of sorrow may be taken so as to affect 
the first part only, by excluding flight; and thus 
we have anxicty which weighs on the mind, so 
as to make escape seem impossible; hence it is 
also called perplexity. If, however, the mind be 
weighed down so much that even the limbs be- 
come motionless, which belongs to acedia, then 
we have the extraneous element affecting both, 
since there is neither flight, nor is the effect in 
the appetite. And the reason why acedia espe- 
cially is said to deprive onc of speech is because 
of all the external movements the voice is the 
best expression of the inward concept and de- 
sire, not only in men, but also in other animals, 
as is stated in the Politics.! 

Reply Obj. 1. Pleasure is caused by good, 
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ty of extraneous things to which the notion of 
sorrow is applied, as stated above. 


QUESTION XXXVI 
OF THE CAUSES OF SORROW OR PAIN 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the causes of sorrow, 
under which head there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether sorrow is caused by the loss 
of a good or rather by the presence of an evil? 
(2) Whether desire is a cause of sorrow? (3) 
Whether the craving for unity is a cause of sor- 
row? (4) Whether an irresistible power is a 
cause of sorrow? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Sorrow Is Caused by the 
Loss of Good or by the Presence of Evil? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that sorrow is caused by the loss of 
a good rather than by the presence of an evil. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (De viii. aa. 
Dulcit., qu. 1)* that sorrow is caused by the 
loss of temporal goods. Therefore, in like man- 
ner, every sorrow is caused by the losz of some 
good. 

Obj. 2. Further, it was said above (qQ. xxxv, 
A. 4) that the sorrow, which is contrary to a 
pleasure has the same object as that pleasure. 
But the object of pleasure is good, as stated 
above (Q. XXIII, A. 4; Q. XXXI, A. I; Q. XXXV, 
A. 3). Therefore sorrow is caused chiefly by the 
loss of good. 

Obj. 3. Further, according to Augustine,‘ love 
is the cause of sorrow, as of the other emotions 
of the soul. But the object of love is good. 
Therefore pain or sorro™ is felt for the loss of 
good rather than for an evil that is present. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii. 12)° that “the dreaded evil gives rise 
to fear, the present evil is the cause of sorrow.” 

I answer that, lf privations, as considered by 


which has only one meaning, and so pleasure is- the mind, were what they are in reality, this 


not divided into several species as sorrow is; 


for the latter is caused by evil, which happens 
in many ways, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 
iv).? 

Reply Obj. 2. Repentance is for one’s own 
evil, which is of itself the object of sorrow; 
therefore it does not belong to these species. 
Jealousy and indignation are included in envy, 
as we shall explain later (Part I-II, 9. xxxvI, 
A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 3. This division is not according 
to opposite species, but according to the diversi- 

! Aristotle, 1, 2 (125320). 2 Sect. 30 (PG 3, 729). 


question would seem to be of no importance. 
For, as stated in the First Part (Q. XIv, A. 10; 
Q. XLVIII, A. 3), evil is the privation of good, 
and privation is in reality nothing else than the 
lack of the contrary habit, so that, in this re- 
spect, to sorrow for the loss of good would be 
the same as to sorrow for the presence of evil. 
But sorrow is a movement of the appetite in 
consequence of an apprehension, and even a 
privation, as apprehended, has the aspect of a 


$PL 40, 153. 4 City of God, x1v, 7 (PL 41, 410). 
5 PG 04, 929; also Nemesius, De Nat. Hom., xvi (PG 
40, 676); cf. Q, XXV, A. 4. 
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being, and so it is called a being of reason. And 
in this way evil, being a privation, is regarded 
as a contrary. Accordingly, so far as the move- 
ment of the appetite is concerned, it makes a 
difference which of the two it regards chiefly, 
the present evil or the good which is lost. 

Again, since the movement of the animal ap- 
petite holds the same place in the actions of the 
soul as natural movement in natural things, the 
truth of the matter is to be found by consider- 
ing natural movements. For if, in natural move- 
ments, we observe those of approach and with- 
drawal, approach is of itself directed to some- 
thing suitable to nature, while withdrawal is of 
itself directed to something contrary to nature; 
thus a heavy body, of itself, withdraws from a 
higher place and approaches naturally to a 
lower place. But if we consider the cause of 
both these movements, namely, gravity, then 
gravity itself inclines towards the lower place 
more than it withdraws from the higher place, 
since withdrawal from the latter is the reason 
for its downward tendency. 

Accordingly, since, in the movements of the 
appetite, sorrow is a kind of flight or withdrawal, 
while pleasure is a kind of pursuit or approach, 
just as pleasure regards first the good possessed, 
as its proper object, so sorrow regards the evil 
that is present. On the other hand love, which 
is the cause of pleasure and sorrow, regards 
good rather than evil, and therefore, since the 
object is the cause of a passion, the present 
evil is more properly the cause of sorrow or 
pain than the good which is lost. 

Reply Obj. 1. The loss itself of good is ap- 
prehended as an evil, just as the loss of evil is 
apprehended as a good, and in this sense Augus- 
tine says that pain results from the loss of tem- 
poral goods. 

Reply Obj. 2. Pleasure and its contrary pain 
have the same object, but under contrary as- 
pects: for if the presence of a particular thing 
be the object of pleasure, the absence of that 
same thing is the object of sorrow. Now “one 
contrary includes the privation of the other,” 
as stated in the Metaphysics,’ and consequently 
sorrow in respect of one contrary, is, in a way, 
directed to the same thing under a contrary 
aspect 

Reply Obj. 3. When many movements arise 
from one cause, it does not follow that they all 
regard chiefly that which the cause regards 
chiefly, but only the first of them. And each of 
the others regards chiefly that which is suitable 
to it according to its own character. 


1 Aristotle, x, 4 (105518). 


981 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Desire Is a Cause of 
Sorrow? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that desire is not a cause of pain or sor- 
row. 

Objection 1. Because sorrow of itself regards 
evil, as stated above (a. 1), while desire is a 
movement of the appetite towards good. Now 
movement towards one contrary is not a cause 
of the movement towards the other contrary. 
Therefore desire is not a cause of pain. 

Obj. 2. Further, pain, according to Dama- 
scene (De Fide Orthod. ii),? is caused by some- 
thing present; but the object of desire is some- 
thing future. Therefore desire is not a cause 
of pain. 

Obj. 3. Further, that which is pleasant in it- 
self is not a cause of pain. But desire is pleasant 
in itself, as the Philosopher says.’ Therefore de- 
sire is not a cause of pain or sorrow. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchirid. 
xxiv) :4 “When ignorance of things necessary 
to be done, and desire of things hurtful, found 
their way in, error and pain stole an entrance 
in their company.” But ignorance is the cause 
of error. Therefore desire is a cause of sorrow. 

I answer that, Sorrow is a movement of the 
animal appetite. Now, as stated above (a. 1) 
the appetitive movement is likened to the nat- 
ural appetite, a likeness that may be assigned 
to a twofold cause: one, on the part of the end; 
the other, on the part of the principle of move- 
ment. Thus. on the part of the end, the cause 
of a heavy body's downward movement is the 
lower place, while the principle of that move- 
ment is a natural inclination resulting from 
gravity. 

Now the cause of the appetitive movement, 
on the part of the end, is the object of that 
movement. And thus, it has been said above (A. 
1) that the cause of pain or sorrow is a present 
evil. On the other hand, the cause, by way of 
principle, of that movement, is the inward in- 
clination of the appetite, which inclination re- 
gards, first of all, the good. and in consequence, 
the rejection of a contrary evil. Hence the first 
principle of this kind of appetitive movement 
is love, which is the first inclination of the ap- 
petite towards the possession of good; the sec- 
ond principle however, is hatred, which ts the 
first inclination of the appetite towards the 
avoidance of evil. But since concupiscence or 
desire is the first effect of love, which gives 


2 Chap. 12 (PG 04, 929). 
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rise to the gteatest pleasure, as stated above 
(q. xxxu, A. 6), hence it is that Augustine 
often speaks of desire or concupiscence in the 
sense of love, as was also stated (Q. Xxx, A. 2, 
reply 2); and in this sense he says that desire 
is the universal cause of sorrow. Sometimes, 
however, desire taken in its proper sense, is the 
cause of sorrow. Because whatever hinders a 
movement from reaching its end is contrary to 
that movement. Now that which is contrary 
to the movement of the appetite is a cause of 
sorrow. Consequently, desire becomes a cause 
of sorrow in so far as we sorrow for the delay 
of a desired good, or for its entire removal. But 
it cannot be a universal cause of sorrow, since 
we sorrow more for the loss of present good, in 
which we have already taken pleasure, than for 
the withdrawal of future good which we desire 
to have. 

Reply Obj. 1. The inclination of the appetite 
to the possession of good causes the inclination 
of the appetite to fly from evil, as stated above. 
And hence it is that the appetitive movements 
that regard good are reckoned as causing the 
appetitive movements that regard evil. 

Reply Obj. 2. That which is desired, though 
really future, is, nevertheless, in a way present, 
in so far as it is hoped for. Or we may say that 
although the desired good itself is future, yet 
the hindrance is held as present, and so gives 
rise to sorrow. 

Reply Obj. 3. Desire gives pleasure, so long 
as there is a hope of obtaining that which is 
desired. But, when hope is removed through 
the presence of an obstacle, desire causes sor- 
row. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Craving for Unity 
Is a Cause of Sorrow? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that the craving for unity is not a 
cause of sorrow. 


Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that | 


“this opinion, which held repletion to be the 
cause of pleasure, and division? the cause of 
sorrow, seems to have originated in pains and 
pleasures connected with food.” But not every 
pleasure or sorrow is of this kind. Therefore 
the craving for unity is not the universal cause 
of sorrow, since repletion pertains to unity, and 
division is the cause of multitude. 

Obj. 2. Further, every separation is opposed 


1 Ethics, X, 3 (117322); cf. Plato, Philebus (31; 323 
42). 
2 Aristotle wrote évéeav, want; St. Thomas, in the 
Latin version, read incssionem (for indigentiam?) 
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to unity. If therefore sorrow were caused by :a 
craving for unity, no separation would be pleas- 
ant; and this is clearly untrue as regards the 
separation of whatever is superfluous. 

Obj. 3. Further, for the same reason we de- 
sire the conjunction of good and the removal 
of evil. But as conjunction regards unity, since 
it is a kind of union, so separation is contrary 
to unity. Therefore the craving for unity rather 
than the craving for separation, should not be 
held as the cause of sorrow. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. 
Arb. ili, 23),8 that “from the pain that dumb 
animals feel, it is quite evident how their souls 
desire unity, in ruling and quickening their 
bodies. For what else is pain but a feeling of 
impatience of division or corruption?” 

I answer that, In the same way that the de- 
sire or craving for good is considered as a cause 
of sorrow, so must a craving for unity and love 
be accounted as causing sorrow. Because the 
good of each thing consists in a certain unity, 
according as, that is, each thing has, united 
in itself, the elements of which its perfection 
consists; hence the Platonists held that one is 
a principle, just as good is.‘ And so everything 
naturally desires unity, just as it desires good- 
ness, and therefore, just as love or desire for 
good is a cause of sorrow, so also is the love 
or craving for unity. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every kind of union causes 
perfect goodness, but only that on which the 
perfect being of a thing depends. Hence neither 
does the desire of any kind of unity cause pain 
or sorrow, as some have maintained, whose 
opinion is rejected by the Philosopher,® from 
the fact that repletion is not always pleasant; 
for instance, when a man has eaten to repletion, 
he takes no further pleasure in eating, for re- 
pletion or union of this kind is contrary to 
rather than conducive to perfect being. Con- 
sequently sorrow is caused by the craving, not 
for any kind of unity, but for that unity in 
which the perfection of nature consists. 

Reply Obj. 2. Separation can be pleasant 
either because it removes something contrary 
to a thing’s perfection, or because it has some 
union connected with it, such as union of the 
sensible to the sense. 

Reply 067. 3. Separation from things hurt- 
ful and corrupting is desired in so far as they 
destroy the unity which is due. Therefore the 
desire for a such separation is not the first 
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cause af sorrow, but rather the craving for 
unity. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether an Irresistible Power 
Is a Cause of Sorrow? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that a greater power should not be 
accounted a cause of sorrow. 

Objection 1. For that which is in the power 
of the agent is not present but future. But sor- 
row is for present evil. Therefore a greater 
power is not a cause of sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, hurt inflicted is the cause of 
sorrow. But hurt can be inflicted even by a 
lesser power. Therefore a greater power should 
not be reckoned as a cause of sorrow. 

Obj. 3. Further, the interior inclinations of 
the soul are the causes of the movements of 
appetite. But a greater power is something ex- 
ternal. Therefore it should not be put as a cause 
of sorrow. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. 
Bont, xx):' “Sorrow in the soul is caused by 
the will resisting a stronger power, while pain 
in the body is caused by sense resisting a 
stronger body.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), a 
present evil, is cause of sorrow or pain, by way 
of object. Therefore that which is the cause 
of the evil being present, should be accounted as 
the cause of pain or sorrow. Now it is evident 
that it is contrary to the inclination of the appe- 
tite to be united with a present evil; and what- 
ever is contrary to a thing’s inclination does not 
happen to it save by the action of something 
stronger. Therefore Augustine accounts a 
greater power as being the cause of sorrow. 

But it must be noted that if the stronger 
power goes so far as to transform the contrary 
inclination into its own inclination, there will 
be no longer opposition or violence; thus if a 
stronger agent, by its action on a heavy body, 
deprives it of its downward tendency, its con- 
sequent upward tendency is not violent but 
natural to it. 

Accordingly if some greater power prevail 
so far as to take away from the will or the 
sensitive appetite their respective inclinations, 
pain or sorrow will not result from it; such is 
the result only when the contrary inclination 
of the appetite remains. And hence Augustine 
says (loc. cit.) that “sorrow is caused by the 
will resisting a stronger power,” for were it not 
to resist, but to yield by consenting, the result 
would be not sorrow but pleasure. 


1 PL 42, 557- 
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Reply Obj. 1. A greater power causes sorrow, 
as acting not potentially but actually, that is, 
by causing the actual presence of the corruptive 
evil. : 
Reply Obj. 2. Nothing hinders a power which 
is not greater absolutely, from being greater in 
some respect; and accordingly it is able to in- 
flict some harm. But if it be in no way stronger 
it can do no harm at all; hence it cannot bring 
about that which causes sorrow. 

Reply Obj. 3. External agents can be the 
causes of appetitive movements in so far as 
they cause the presence of the object; and it 
is thus that a greater power is considered to 
be the cause of sorrow. 


QUESTION XXXVII 
OF THE EFFECTS OF PAIN OR SORROW 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the effects of pain or 
sorrow, under which head there are four points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether pain deprives one of 
the power to learn? (2) Whether the effect of 
sorrow or pain is to burden the soul? (3) 
Whether sorrow or pain weakens all activity? 
(4) Whether sorrow is more harmful to the 
body than all the other passions of the soul? 


ARTICLE 1, Whether Pain Deprives One of 
the Power to Learn? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that pain does not deprive one of the 
power to learn. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Isa. 26. 9): 
When Thou shalt do Thy judgments on the 
earth, the inhabitants of the world shail learn 
justice; and further on (verse 16): In the 
tribulation of murmuring Thy instruction was 
with them. But the judgments of God and trib- 
ulation cause sorrow in men’s hearts. Therefore 
pain or sorrow, far from destroying, increases 
the power of Jearning. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is written (Isa. 28. 9): 
Whom shall He teach knowledge? And whom 
shall He make to understand the hearing? 
Them that are weaned from the milk, that are 
drawn away from the breasts, that is, from 
pleasures. But pain and sorrow are most de- 
structive of pleasure; since sorrow hinders all 
pleasure, as stated in the Ethics?; and (Ecclus. 
II. 29) it-is stated that the affliction of an hour 
maketh one forget great delights. Therefore 
pain, instead of taking away, increases the 
power of learning. 

2 Aristotle, vir, 14 (1154"28; 6); cf. x, 5 (117524). 
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Obj. 3. Further, inward sorrow surpasses out- 
ward pain, as stated above (Q. xxxv, A, 7). But 
man can learn while sorrowful. Much more, 
therefore, can he learn while in bodily pain. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Solzlog. i, 
12):! “Although during those days I was tor- 
mented with a violent tooth-ache,—I was not 
able to turn over in my mind other things than 
those I had already learnt; and as to learning 
anything, I was quite unequal to it, because it 
required undivided attention.” 

I answer that, Since all the powers of the soul 
are rooted in the one essence of the soul, it is 
necessary that, when the intention of the soul is 
strongly drawn towards the action of one power, 
it is withdrawn from the action of another pow- 
er, because the soul, being one, can only have one 
intention. The result is that if one thing draws 
upon itself the entire intention of the soul, or 
a great portion thereof, anything else requiring 
considerable attention is incompatible with it. 

Now it is evident that sensible pain above all 
draws the soul's intention to itself, because it is 
natural for each thing to tend wholly to repel 
whatever is contrary to it, as may be observed 
even in natural things. It is likewise evident that 
in order to learn anything new, we require study 
and effort with a strong intention, as is clearly 
stated in Prov. 2. 4, 5: /f thou shalt seek wis- 
dom as money, and shalt dig for her as for a 
treasure, then shalt thou understand learning 
(Vulg..—the fear of the Lord). Consequently if 
the pain be acute, man is prevented at the time 
from learning anything; indeed it can be so 
acute, that, as long as it lasts, a man is unable to 
give his attention even to that which he knew 
already. However a difference is to he observed 
according to the difference of love that a man 
has for learning or for considering, because the 
greater his love, the more will he retain the in- 
tention of his mind so as to prevent it from 
turning entirely to the pain. 

Reply Obj. 1. Moderate sorrow, that does not 


cause the mind to wander, can conduce to the. 


acquisition of learning, especially in regard to 
those things by which a man |-opes to be freed 
from sorrow. And thus, in the tribulation of 
murmuring, men are more apt to be taught of 
God. 

Reply Obj. 2. Both pleasure and pain, in so 
far as they draw upon themselves the soul’s in- 
tention, hinder the reason from the act of con- 
sideration, and so it is stated in the Ethics? that 
“in the moment of sexual pleasure, a man can- 
not understand anything.” Nevertheless pain at- 

1 PL 32, 880. 2 Aristotle, yur, 1z (115216). 
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tracts the soul’s intention more than pleasure 
does. Thus we observe in natural things that the 
action of a natural body is more intense in re- 
gard to its contrary; for instance, hot water is 
more accessible to the action of cold, and in con- 
sequence freezes harder. If therefore pain or 
sorrow be moderate, it can conduce accidentally 
to the facility of learning, in so far as it takes 
away an excess of pleasure. But, of itself, it is a 
hindrance, and if it is intense, it prevents it alto- 
gether. 

Reply Obj. 3. External pain arises from hurt 
done to the body, so that it involves bodily 
change more than inward sorrow does. And yet 
the latter is greater in regard to the formal ele- 
ment of pain, which belongs to the soul. Conse- 
quently bodily pain is a greater hindrance to 
contemplation which requires complete repose, 
than inward sorrow is. Nevertheless if inward 
sorrow be very intense, it attracts the intention, 
so that man 1s unable to learn anything new: 
therefore on account of sorrow Gregory inter- 
rupted his commentary on Ezechiel (Hom. x in 
ecechiel).® 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Effect of Sorrow or 
Pain Is to Burden the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that it is not an effect of sorrow to 
burden the soul. 

Objection 1. For the Apostle says (II Cor. 7. 
11): Behold this self-same thing, that you were 
made sorrowful according to God, how great 
carefulness it worketh in you: vea defence, yea 
indignation, etc. Now carefulness and indigna- 
tion (indignatio) imply that the soul is uplifted, 
which is contrary to being depressed. Therefore 
depression 15 not an effect of sorrow. 

Qbj. 2. Further, sorrow is contrary to pleas- 
ure But the effect of pleasure is expansion, the 
opposite of which is not depression but contrac- 
tion. Therefore depression should not be ac- 
counted as an effect of sorrow. 

Obj. 3. Further, sorrow consumes those who 
are afflicted with it, as may be gathered from the 
words of the Apostle (II Cor. 2. 7): Lest per- 
haps such an one be swallowed up with over- 
much sorrow. But that which is depressed is not 
consumed; rather, it is weighed down by some- 
thing heavy, while that which is consumed en- 
ters within the consumer. Therefore depression 
should not be put as an effect of sorrow. 

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa‘ and Dam- 
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ascene (De Fide Orthod. ii, 14)! speak of “de- 
pressing sorrow.” 

I answer that, The effects of the soul’s pas- 
sions are sometimes named metaphorically from 
a likeness to sensible bodies, for the reason that 
the movements of the animal appetite are like 
the inclinations of the natural appetite. And in 
this way fervour 1s ascribed to love, expansion 
to pleasure, and depression to sorrow. For a 
man is said to be depressed through being hin- 
dered in his own movement by some weight. 
Now it is evident from what has been said above 
(Q. XXIII, A. 4; Q. XXV, A. 43 Q. XXXVI, A. 1) 
that sorrow Is caused by a present evil; and this 
evil, from the very fact that it is contrary to the 
movement of the will, depresses the soul, since 
it hinders it from enjoying that which it wishes 
to enjoy. And if the evil which is the cause of 
sorrow be not so strong as to deprive one of the 
hope of avoiding it, although the soul be de- 
pressed in so far as, for the present, it fails to 
grasp that which it craves for, yet it retains the 
movement for repelling that evil. If, on the oth- 
er hand, the strength of the evil be such as to ex- 
clude the hope of evasion, then even the interior 
movement of the afflicted soul is absolutely hin- 
dered, so that it cannot turn aside either this 
way or that. Sometimes even the external move- 
ment of the body is paralyzed, so that a man be- 
comes completely stupefied. 

Reply Obj. 1. That uplifting of the soul en- 
sues from the sorrow which is according to God, 
because it brings with it the hope of the forgive- 
ness of sin. 

Reply Obj. 2. As far as the movement of the 
appetite is concerned, contraction and depres- 
sion amount to the samc, because the soul, 
through being depressed so as to be unable to at- 
tend freely to ou{ward things, withdraws to it- 
self, closing itself up as it were. 

Reply Obj. 3. Sorrow is said to consume man 
when the force of the afflicting evil is such as to 
shut out all hope of evasion; and thus also it 
both depresses and consumes at the same time. 
For certain things, taken metaphorically, imply 
one another, which taken literally, appear to ex- 
clude one another. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Sorrow or Pain Weakens 
All Activity? 
We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that sorrow does not weaken all activity. 
Objection 1. Because carefulness is caused by 
sorrow, as is clear from the passage of the Apos- 
1PG 94, 932. 
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tle quoted above (A. 2, obj. 1). But carefilness 
conduces to good work; and so the Apostle says 
(II Tim. 2.15): Carefully study to present thy- 
self ...a workman that needeth not to be 
ashamed. Therefore sorrow is not a hindrance to 
work, but rather helps one to work well. 

Obj. 2. Further. sorrow causes concupiscence 
in many cases, as stated in the Ethics.? But con- 
cupiscence causes intensity of action. Therefore 
sorrow does too. 

Obj. 3. Further, as some actions are proper to 
the joyful, so are others proper to the sorrow- 
ful; for instance, to mourn. Now a thing is im- 
proved by that which is suitable to it. Therefore 
certain actions are not hindered but improved 
by reason of sorrow. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“pleasure perfects action,” while on the other 
hand, “sorrow hinders it.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 2), sorrow 
at times does not depress or consume the soul so 
as to shut out all movement, internal or exter- 
nal; but certain movements are sometimes 
caused by sorrow itself. Accordingly action 
stands in a twofold relation to sorrow. First, as 
being the object of sorrow; and thus sorrow hin- 
ders any action, for we never do that which we 
do with sorrow so well as that which we do with 
pleasure, or without sorrow. The reason for this 
is that the will is the cause of human actions, 
and consequently when we do something that 
gives pain, the action must of necessity be weak- 
ened in consequence. Secondly, action stands in 
relation to sorrow, as to Its principle and cause; 
and such action must be improved by sorrow. 
Thus the more one sorrows on account of a cer- 
tain thing, the more one strives to shake off sor- 
row, provided there is a hope of shaking it off; 
otherwise no movement or action would result 
from that sorrow. 

From what has been said the replies to the ob- 
jections are evident. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Sorrow Is More Harmful to 
the Body Than the Other Passions of the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that sorrow is not most harmful to 
the body. 

Objection 1. For sorrow has a spiritual being 
in the soul. But those things which have only a 
spiritual being do not cause a change in the 
body, as is evident with regard to the intentions 
of colours, which images are in the air and do 


2 Aristotle, vi, 14 (115411). 
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not give colour to bodies. Therefore sorrow is 
not harmful to the body. 

Obj. 2. Further if it be harmful to the body, 
this can only be due to its having a bodily 
change joined to it. But bodily change takes 
place in all the passions of the soul, as stated 
above (Q. XXII, AA. I, 3). Therefore sorrow is 
not more harmful to the body than the other 
passions of the soul. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that 
“anger and concupiscence drive some to mad- 
ness,” which seems to be a very great harm, 
since reason is the most excellent thing in man. 
Moreover despair seems to be more harmful 
than sorrow, for it is the cause of sorrow. There- 
fore sorrow is not more harmful to the body 
than the other passions of the soul. 

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 17. 22): 
A joyful mind maketh age flourishing: a sorrow- 
ful spirit drieth up the bones; and (ibid. 25. 
20): As a moth doth by a garment, and a worm 
by the wood ; so the sadness of a man consumeth 
the heart; and (Ecclus. 38. 19): Of sadness 
cometh death. 

I answer that, Of all the soul’s passions, sor- 
row is most harmful to the body. The reason of 
this is because sorrow is contrary to man’s life 
in respect of the species of its movement, and 
not merely in respect of its measure or quantity, 
as is the case with the other passions of the 
soul. For man’s life consists in a certain move- 
ment, which flows from the heart to the other 
parts of the body; and this movement is befit- 
ting to human nature according to a certain 
fixed measure. Consequently if this movement 
goes beyond the right measure, it will be con- 
trary to man’s life in respect of the measure of 
quantity, but not in respect of its specific char- 
acter. But if this movement be hindered in its 
progress, it will be contrary to life in respect of 
its species. 

Now it must be noted that, in all the passions 
of the soul, the bodily change which is their ma- 


terial element, is in conformity with and in pro-" 


portion to the appetitive movement, which is 
the formal element, just as in every thing mat- 
ter is proportionate to form. Consequently 
those passions of the soul that imply a move- 
ment of the appetite in pursuit of something, 
are not contrary to the vital movement as re- 
gards its species, but they may be contrary to it 
as regards its measure; such are love, joy, desire 
and the like. Therefore these passions conduce 
to the well-being of the body, though, if they be 
excessive, they may be harmful to it. On the 
1 Ethics, val, 3 (1147°25). 
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other hand, those passions which denote in the 
appetite a movement of flight or contraction, 
are contrary to the vital movement not only as 
regards its measure, but also as regards its spe- 
cies and therefore they are harmful absolutely; 
such are fear and despair, and above all, sorrow 
which depresses the soul by reason of a present 
evil, which makes a stronger impression than fu- 
ture evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Since the soul naturally moves 
the body, the spiritual movement of the soul is 
naturally the cause of bodily change. Nor is 
there any parallel with spiritual intentions, be- 
cause they are not naturally ordained to move 
such other bodies as are not naturally moved by 
the soul. 

Reply Obj. 2. Other passions imply a bodily 
change which is specifically in conformity with 
the vital movement; but sorrow implies a 
change that is contrary to it, as stated above. 

Reply Obj. 3. A lesser cause suffices to hinder 
the use of reason than to destroy life, since we 
observe that many ailments deprive one of the 
use of reason before depriving one of life. Nev- 
ertheless fear and anger cause very great harm 
to the body, by reason of the sorrow which they 
imply, and which arises from the absence of the 
thing desired. Moreover sorrow too sometimes 
deprives man of the use of reason, as may be 
seen in those who through sorrow become a prey 
to melancholy or madness. 


QUESTION XXXVIII 
OF THE REMEDIES OF SORROW OR PAIN 
(In Five Articles) 


WE must now consider the remedies of pain or 
sorrow, under which head there are five points 
of inquiry: (1) Whether pain or sorrow is as- 
suaged by every pleasure? (2) Whether it is as- 
suaged by weeping? (3) Whether it is assuaged 
by the sympathy of friends? (4) Whether it 
is assuaged by contemplating the truth? (5) 
Whether it is assuaged by sleep and baths? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Pain or Sorrow Is 
Assuaged by Every Pleasure? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that not every pleasure assuages every pain or 
sorrow. 

Objection 1. For pleasure does not assuage 
sorrow, except in so far as it is contrary to it; 
for “remedies work by contraries.”* But not ev- 
ery pleasure is contrary to every sorrow, as stat- 

2 Tbid., 1, 3 (110417). 
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ed above (Q:.XXXv, A. 4). Therefore not every 
pleasure assuages every sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which causes sorrow 
does not assuage it. But some pleasures cause 
sorrow, since, as stated in the Ethics, “the 
wicked man feels pain at having been pleased.” 
Therefore not every pleasure assuages sorrow. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says? that he fled 
from his country, where he had been accus- 
tomed to associate with his friend, now dead: 
“for so should his eyes look for him less, where 
they were not wont to see him.” Hence we may 
gather that those things which united us to our 
dead or absent friends become burdensome to us 
when we mourn their death or absence. But 
nothing united us more than the pleasures we 
enjoyed in common. Therefore these very pleas- 
ures become burdensome to us when we mourn. 
Therefore not every pleasure assuages every 
sorrow. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“sorrow is driven forth by pleasure, both by a 
contrary pleasure and by any other, provided it 
be intense.” 

I answer that, As is evident from what has 
been said above (Q. XXIII, A. 4; Q. XXXI, A. I, 
Reply 2), pleasure is a kind of repose of the ap- 
petite in a suitable good, while sorrow arises 
from something unsuited to the appetite. Con- 
sequently in movements of the appetite pleasure 
is to sorrow, what, in bodies, repose is to weari- 
ness, which is due to a non-natural change; for 
sorrow itself denotes a certain weariness or ail- 
ing of the appetitive power. Therefore just as all 
repose of the body brings relief to any kind of 
weariness, ensuing from any non-natural cause, 
so every pleasure brings relief by assuaging any 
kind of sorrow, due to any cause whatever. 

Reply Obj. t. Although not every pleasure is 
specifically contrary to every sorrow, yet it is 
generically, as stated above (Q. XXxv, A. 4). 
And consequently, on the part of the disposition 
of the subject, any sorrow can be assuaged by 
any pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 2. The pleasures of wicked men 
are not a cause of sorrow while they are en- 
joyed, but afterwards; that is to say, in so far as 
wicked men repent of those things in which they 
took pleasure. This sorrow is healed by contrary 
pleasures. 

Reply Obj. 3. When there are two causes in- 
clining to contrary movements, each hinders the 
other, yet the one which is stronger and more 


! Aristotle, rx, 4 (1166%23), 
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persistent prevails in the end. Now when a man 
is made sorrowful by those things in which he 
took pleasure in common with a deceased or ab- 
sent friend, there are two causes producing con- 
trary movements. For the thought of the 
friend’s death or absence, inclines him to sor- 
row, while the present good inclines him to 
pleasure. Consequently each is modified by the 
other. And yet since the perception of the pres- 
ent moves more strongly than the memory of 
the past, and since love of self is more persist- 
ent than love of another, hence it is that, in the 
end, the pleasure drives out the sorrow. There- 
fore a little further on Augustine says that his 
“sorrows gave way to his former pleasures.’’ 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Pain or Sorrow Is 
Assuaged by Tears? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that tears do not assuage sorrow. 

Objection 1, Because no effect diminishes its 
cause. But tears or groans are an effect of sor- 
row. Therefore they do not diminish sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as tears or groans are an 
effect of sorrow, so laughter is an effect of joy. 
But laughter does not lessen joy. Therefore 
tears do not Jessen sorrow. 

Obj. 3. Further, when we weep, the evil that 
saddens us is present to the imagination. But the 
image of that which saddens us increases sor- 
row, just as the image of a pleasant thing adds 
to joy. Therefore it seems that tears do not as- 
suage sorrow. 

On the contrary, Augustine says that when he 
mourned the death of his friend, “in groans and 
in tears alone did he find some little refresh- 
ment.” 

I answer that, Tears and groans naturally as- 
suage sorrow, and this for two reasons. First, 
because a hurtful thing hurts yet more if we 
keep it shut up, because the soul is more intent 
on it; but if it be allowed to escape, the soul’s in- 
tention is dispersed as it were on outward things, 
so that the inward sorrow is lessened. This is 
why when men, burdened with sorrow, make 
outward show of their sorrow, by tears or groans 
or even by words, their sorrow is assuaged. 
Secondly, because an action that befits a man 
according to his actual disposition is always 
pleasant to him. Now tears and groans are ac- 
tions befitting a man who is in sorrow or pain, 
and consequently they become pleasant to him. 
Since then, as stated above (a. 1), every pleas- 
ure assuages sorrow or pain somewhat, it follows 

4 Confessions, Iv, 13 (PL 32, 698). 
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that sorrow is assuaged by lamentations and 
groans. 

Reply Obj. 1. The very relation of cause to 
effect is contrary to the relation between the 
sorrowing man and his sorrow, for every effect 
agrees with its cause, and consequently is pleas- 
ant to it; but the cause of sorrow is disagreeable 
to him that sorrows. Consequently the relation 
of the cause of sorrow to the sorrowful is con- 
trary to the relation of sorrow to its cause, so 
that sorrow is assuaged by its effect, on account 
of this contrariety. 

Reply Obj. 2. The relation of effect to cause is 
like the relation of the object of pleasure to him 
that takes pleasure in it, because in each case 
the one agrees with the other. Now every like 
thing increases its like. Therefore joy is in- 
creased by laughter and the other cffects of joy; 
unless they be excessive, in which case, acci- 
dentally, they lessen it. 

Reply Obj. 3. The image of that which sad- 
dens us, considered in itself, has a natural tend- 
ency to increase sorrow; yet from the very fact 
that a man imagines himself to be doing that 
which is fitting according to his actual state, he 
feels a certain amount of pleasure. For the 
same reason if laughter escapes a man when he 
is so disposed that he thinks he ought to weep, 
he is sorry for it, as having done something un- 
becoming to him, as Tully says (Tusc. Quest. 
ili, 27). 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Pain and Sorrow Are 
Assuaged by the Sympathy of Friends? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the sorrow of sympathizing friends 
docs not assuage our own sorrow. 

Objection 1. For contraries have contrary ef- 
fects. Now as Augustine says,’ ‘‘when many re- 
joice together, each one has more exuberant joy, 
for they are kindled and inflamed one by the 
other.” Therefore, in like manner when many 
are sorrowful it seems that their sorrow is 
greater. 

Obj. 2. Further, friendship demands mutual 
love, as Augustine declares.’ But a sympathizing 
friend is pained at the sorrow of his friend with 
whom he sympathizes. Consequently the pain 
of a sympathizing friend becomes, to the friend 
in sorrow, a further cause of sorrow, so that his 
pain being doubled his sorrow seems to increase. 

Obj. 3. Further, sorrow arises from every 
evil affecting a friend, as though it affected one- 
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self since “a friend is one’s other'self.”4 But sor- 
row is an evil. Therefore the sorrow of the symh- 
pathizing friend increases the sorrow of the 
friend with whom he sympathizes. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that 
“those who are in pain are consoled when their 
friends sympathize with them.” 

I answer that, When one is in pain, it is nat- 
ural that the sympathy of a friend should af- 
ford consolation. The Philosopher indicates a 
twofold reason for this.’ The first is because, 
since sorrow has a depressing effect, it is like a 
weight of which we strive to unburden ourselves, 
so that when a man sees others saddened by his 
own sorrow, it seems as though others were bear- 
ing the burden with him, striving, as it were, 
to lessen its weight; and so the load of sorrow 
becomes lighter for him, just as also occurs in 
the carrying of bodily burdens. The second and 
better reason is because when a man’s friends 
condole with him, he sees that he is loved by 
them, and this affords him pleasure, as stated 
above (Q. XXXII, A. 5). Consequently, since 
every pleasure assuages sorrow, as stated above 
(A. 1), it follows that sorrow is mitigated by a 
sympathizing friend. 

Reply Obj. 1. In either case there is a proof 
of friendship, namely, when a man rejoices with 
the joyful, and when he sorrows with the sor- 
rowful Consequently each becomes an object of 
pleasure by reason of its cause. 

Reply Obj 2. The friend’s sorrow itself would 
be a cause of sorrow; but consideration of its 
cause, namely, his love, gives rise rather to 
pleasure. 

And this suffices for the reply to the Third 
Objection. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Pain and Sorrow Are 
Assuaged by the Contemplation of Truth? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the contemplation of truth does not 
assuage sorrow. 

Objection 1. For it is written (Eccles. r 18): 
He that addeth knowledge addeth also sorrow 
(Vulg.,—/abour). But knowledge pertains to the 
contemplation of truth. Therefore the contem- 
plation of truth does not assuage sorrow. 

Obj. 2. Further, the contemplation of truth 
belongs to the speculative intellect. But the 
speculative intellect does not move, as stated in 
the book on the Soul.’ Therefore, since joy and 
sorrow are movements of the soul, it seems that 
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the contemplation of truth does not help to 
assuage sorrow. 

‘Obj. 3. Further, the remedy for an ailment 
should be applied to the part which ails. But 
contemplation of truth is in the intellect. There- 
fore it does not assuage bodily pain which is in 
the senses. 

On the contrary, Augustine says (Solilog. 1, 
12):1 “It seemed to me that if the light of that 
truth were to dawn on our minds, either I 
should not feel that pain, or at least that the 
pain would seem nothing to me.” 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. rt, A. 5), 
the greatest of all pleasures consists in the 
contemplation of truth. Now every pleasure as- 
suages pain as stated above (A. 1). Hence the 
contemplation of truth assuages pain or sorrow, 
and the more so the more perfectly one is a 
lover of wisdom. And therefore in the midst of 
tribulations men rejoice in the contemplation of 
Divine things and of future Happiness, accord- 
ing to James 1. 2: My brethren, count it all joy, 
when you shall fall into divers temptations ; and, 
what is more, even in the midst of bodily tor- 
{ures this joy is found as “the martyr Tiburtius, 
when he was walking barefoot on the burning 
coals, said: Methinks, I walk on roses, in the 
name of Jesus Christ.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. He that addeth knowledge, 
addeth sorrow, either on account of the difficulty 
and disappointment in the search of truth, or 
because knowledge makes man acquainted with 
many things that are contrary to his will. Ac- 
cordingly, on the part of the things known 
knowledge causes sorrow, but on the part of the 
contemplation of truth it causes pleasure. 

Reply Obj. 2. The speculative intellect does 
not move the mind on the part of the thing con- 
templated, but on the part of contemplation it- 
self, which is man’s good and naturally pleasant 
to him. 

Reply Obj. 3. In the powers of the soul there 
is an overflow from the higher to the lower pow- 
ers: and accordingly, the pleasure of contem- 
plation, which is in the higher part, overflows so 
as to mitigate even that pain which is in the 
senses. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Pain and Sorrow Are 
Assuaged by Sleep and Baths? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that sleep and baths do not assuage 
Sorrow. 
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Objection 1. For sorrow is in the soul, while 
sleep and baths regard the body. Therefore 
they do ‘not conducé to the assuaging of sor- 
row. 

Obj. 2. Further, the same effect does not seem 
to follow from contrary causes. But these, being 
bodily things, are incompatible with . the 
contemplation of truth which is a cause of 
the. assuaging of sorrow, as stated above 
(a. 4). Therefore sorrow is not mitigated by 
the like. 

Obj. 3. Further, sorrow and pain, in so far 
as they affect the body, denote a certain change 
of the heart. But such remedies as these seem to 
pertain to the outward senses and limbs, rather 
than to the interior disposition of the heart. 
Therefore they do not assuage sorrow. 

On the contrary, Augustine says:* “I had 
heard that the bath had its name‘... from the 
fact of its driving sadness from the mind.” And 
further on, he says: “I slept, and woke up again, 
and found my grief not a little assuaged,” and 
quotes the words from the hymn of Ambrose in 
which it is said that “Sleep restores the tired 
limbs to labour, refreshes the weary mind, and 
banishes sorrow ’ 

I answer that, As stated above (q. xxxvit, 
A. 4). sorrow, by reason of its specific nature, is 
contrary to the vital movement of the body; 
and consequently whatever restores the bodily 
nature to its due state of vital movement, is op- 
posed to sorrow and assuages it. Moreover such 
remedies, from the very fact that they bring 
nature back to its normal state, are causes 
of pleasure, for this is precisely in what pleas- 
ure consists, as stated above (q. xxxI, A. 1). 
Therefore, since every pleasure assuages Sor- 
row, sorrow is assuaged by such bodily rem- 
edies. 

Reply Obj. 1. The normal disposition of the 
body, so far as it is felt, is itself a cause of pleas- 
ure, and consequently assuages sorrow. 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (Q. Xxxt, A. 8), 
one pleasure hinders another, and yet every 
pleasure assuages sorrow. Consequently it is not 
unreasonable that sorrow should be assuaged by 
causes which hinder one another. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every good disposition of 
the body reacts somewhat on the heart, which 
is the beginning and end of bodily move- 
ments, as stated in the treatise Motion of 
Animals. 
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QUESTION XXXIX 


Or THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF 
SORROW OR PAIN 


(In Four Articles) 


We must now consider the goodness and malice 
of pain or sorrow, under which head there are 
four points of inquiry: (1) Whether all sorrow 
is evil? (2) Whether sorrow can be a virtuous 
good? (3) Whether it can be a useful good? (4) 
Whether bodily pain is the greatest evil? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether All Sorrow Is Evil? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that all sorrow is evil. 

Objection1.For Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, 
De Nat. Hom. xix)! says: “All sorrow is evil, 
from its very nature.’ Now what is naturally 
evil, is evil always and everywhere. Therefore 
all sorrow is evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, That which all, even the vir- 
tuous, avoid, is evil. But all avoid sorrow, even 
the virtuous, since as stated in the Ethics, 
“though the prudent man does not aim at pleas- 
ure, yet he aims at avoiding sorrow.” Therefore 
sorrow is evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, Just as bodily evil is the ob- 
ject and cause of bodily pain, so spiritual evil is 
the object and cause of spiritual sorrow. But 
every bodily pain is a bodily evil. Therefore 
every sorrow of the soul is an evil of the soul. 

On the contrary, Sorrow for evil is contrary 
to pleasure in evil. But pleasure in evil is evil; 
hence, in condemnation of certain men, it is 
written (Prov. 2. 14), that they are glad when 
they have done evil. Therefore sorrow for evil 
is good. 

I answer that, A thing may be good or evil in 
two ways: first considered absolutely and in it- 
self; and thus all sorrow is an evil, because the 
mere fact of a man’s appetite being uneasy 
about a present evil is itself an evil, because it 
hinders the repose of the appetite in good. Sec- 
ondly, a thing is said to be good or evil on the 
supposition of something else; thus shame 1s 
said to be good, on the supposition of a shame- 
ful deed done, as stated in the Ethics. Accord- 
ingly, supposing the presence of something 
saddening or painful, it is a sign of goodness if 
a man is in sorrow or pain on account of this 
present evil. For if he were not to be in sorrow 
or pain, this could only be either because he 
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does not feel it, or because he does nat consider 
it as something unbecoming, both of which are 
manifest evils. Consequently it pertains to good- 
ness, that, supposing an evil to be present; sor- 
row or pain should ensue. Therefore Augustine 
says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 14)‘ “It is also a good 
thing that he sorrows for the good he has lost’ 
for had not some good remained in his nature, 
he could not be punished by the loss of good.” 
Because, however, in the science of Morals, we 
consider things individually—for actions are 
concerned about individuals.—that which is 
good on some supposition should be considered 
as good; just as that which is voluntary on some 
supposition, is judged to be voluntary, as stated 
in the Ethics,’ and likewise above (q. vi, A. 6). 

Reply Obj. 1. Gregory of Nyssa (Nemisius) 
is speaking of sorrow on the part of the evil 
that causes it, but not on the part of the sub- 
ject that feels and rejects the evil. And from 
this point of view all shun sorrow, since they 
shun evil; but they do not shun the perception 
and rejection of evil. The same also applies to 
bodily pain, because the perception and rejec- 
tion of bodily evil is the proof of the goodness of 
nature. 

This suffices for the replies to the second and 
third objections. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Sorrow Can Be a Virtuous 
Good? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that sorrow is not a virtuous good. 

Objection. 1. For that which leads to hell is not 
a virtuous good. But, as Augustine says (Gen. 
ad lit. xii, 33),° “Jacob seems to have feared 
Jest he should be troubled overmuch by sorrow, 
and so, instead of entering into the rest of the 
blessed, be consigned to the hell of sinners.” 
Therefore sorrow is not a virtuous good. 

Obj. 2. Further, The virtuous good is praise- 
worthy and meritorious. But sorrow lessens 
praise or merit; for the Apostle says (II Cor. 9. 
7): Everyone, as he hath determined in his 
heart, not with sadness, or of necessity. There- 
fore sorrow is not a virtuous good. 

Obj. 3. Further, As Augustine says,’ “sorrow 
is concerned about those things which happen 
against our will.” But not to will those things 
which are actually taking place is to have a will 
opposed to the decree of God, to Whose provi- 
dence whatever is done is subject. Since, then, 
conformity of the human to the Divine will is 
a condition of the rectitude of the will, as stated 
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above (0. XIx, 4. 9), it seems that sorrow is in- 
compatible with rectitude of the will, and that 
consequently it is not virtuous. 

On the contrary, Whatever merits the reward 
of eternal life is virtuous. But such is sorrow, as 
is evident from Matt. 5. 5: Blessed are they 
that mourn, for they shall be comforted. There- 
fore sorrow is a virtuous good. 

1 answer that, In so far as sorrow is good, it 
can be a virtuous good. For it has been said 
above (A. 1) that sorrow is a good according as 
it denotes perception and rejection of evil. These 
two things, as regards bodily pain, are a proof 
of the goodness of nature, to which it is due that 
the senses perceive, and that nature shuns, the 
harmful thing that causes pain. As regards in- 
terior sorrow, knowledge of the evil is some- 
times due to a right judgment of reason, while 
the rejection of the evil is the act of the will, 
well disposed and detesting that evil. Now every 
virtuous good results from these two things, the 
rectitude of the reason and of the will. Therefore 
it is evident that sorrow may be a virtuous good. 

Reply Obj. 1. All the passions of the soul 
should be regulated according to the rule of rea- 
son, which is the root of the virtuous good; 
but excessive sorrow, of which Augustine is 
speaking, oversteps this rule, and therefore it 
fails to be a virtuous good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as sorrow for an evil arises 
from a right will and reason, which detest the 
evil, so sorrow for a good is due to a perverse 
reason and will, which detest the good. Conse- 
quently such sorrow is an obstacle to the praise 
and merit of the virtuous good; for instance, 
when a man gives an alms sorrowfully. 

Reply Obj. 3. Some things do actually hap- 
pen, not because God wills, but because He per- 
mits them to happen—such as sins. Conse- 
quently a will that is opposed to sin, whether in 
oneself or in another, is not discordant from the 
Divine will_—Fenal evils happen actually, even 
by God’s will. But it is not necessary for the 
rectitude of his will, that man should will them 
in themselves, but only that he should not re- 
volt against the order of Divine justice, as stated 
above (Q. XIX, A. 10). 


ArticLte 3. Whether Sorrow Can Be a Useful 
Good? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that sorrow cannot be a useful good. 
Objection 1. For it is written (Ecclus. 30. 25): 
Sadness hath killed many, and there is no profit 
én it. 

Obj. 2. Further, choice is of that which is use- 


#92 
ful to an end. But sorrow is not an object of 
choice; in fact, “a thing without sorrow is to be 
chosen rather than the same thing with sorrow.”” 
Therefore sorrow is not a useful good. 

Obj. 3. Further, “Everything is for the sake of 
its own operation,” as stated in the book on the 
Heavens. But “sorrow hinders operation,” as 
stated in the Ethics? Therefore sorrow is not a 
useful good. 

On the contrary, The wise man seeks only 
that which is useful. But according to Eccles. 7., 
the heart of the wise is where there is mourning, 
and the heart of fools where there is mirth. 
Therefore sorrow is useful. 

I answer that, A twofold movement of the ap- 
petite ensues from a present evil. One is that by 
which the appetite is opposed to the present 
evil; and, in this respect, sorrow is of no use, be- 
cause that which is present, cannot be not pres- 
ent. The other movement arises in the appetite 
to the effect of avoiding or expelling the sadden- 
ing evil; and, in this respect, sorrow is of use, 
if it be for something which ought to be avoided. 
Because there are two reasons for which it may 
be right to avoid a thing. First, because it should 
be avoided in itself, on account of its being con- 
trary to good; for instance, sin. Therefore sor- 
row for sin is useful as inducing man to avoid 
sin. Hence the Apostle says (II Cor. 7.9): J am 
glad: not because you were made sorrowful, but 
because you were made sorrowful unto penance. 
Secondly, a thing is to be avoided, not as though 
it were evil in itself, but because it 1s an occasion 
of evil; either through one’s being attached to it, 
and loving it too much, or through one’s being 
thrown headlong thereby into an evil, as is evi- 
dent in the case of temporal goods. And, in this 
respect, sorrow for temporal goods may be 
useful; according to Eccles. 7. 3: tts better to 
go to the house of mourning, than to the house 
of feasting: for in that we are put in mind of the 
end of all. 

Moreover, sorrow for that which ought to be 
avoided is always useful, since it adds another 
motive for avoiding it. Because the very evil is 
in itself a thing to be avoided; while everyone 
avoids sorrow for its own sake, just as everyone 
seeks the good, and pleasure in the good. There- 
fore just as pleasure in the good makes one seek 
the good more earnestly, so sorrow for evil 
makes one avoid evil more eagerly. 

Reply Obj. 1. This passage is to be taken as 
referring to excessive sorrow, which consumes 
the soul; for such sorrow paralyzes the soul, and 

1 Aristotle, Topics, 111, 2 (17°30). 

* Aristotle, 11, 3 (286°8). 8 Aristotle, x, 5 (117517). 
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hinders it from shunning evil, as stated above 
(Q. XXXVI, A. 2). 


Reply Obj. 2. Just as any object of choice 


becomes less eligible by reason of sorrow, so 
that which ought to be shunned is still more to 
be shunned by reason of sorrow. And, in this re- 
spect, sorrow is useful. 

Reply Obj. 3. Sorrow caused by an action hin- 
ders that action; but sorrow for the cessation 
of an action makes one do it more earnestly. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Bodily Pain Is the 
Greatest Evil? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that pain is the greatest evil. 

Objection 1. Because “the worst is contrary 
to the best.’’! But a certain pleasure is the great- 
est good, namely, the pleasure of happiness. 
Therefore a certain pain is the greatest evil. 

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness is man’s greatest 
good, because it is his last end. But man’s Hap- 
piness consists in his having whatever he will, 
and in willing nothing evil, as stated above (Q. 
lI, A. 4, Obj. 5; Q. v, A. 8, obj. 3). Therefore 
man’s greatest good consists in the fulfilment of 
his will. Now pain consists in something happen- 
ing contrary to the will, as Augustine declares,’ 
Therefore pain is man’s greatest evil. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine argues thus (Soli- 
log. i, 12):3 “We are composed of two parts, 
that is of a soul and a body, whereof the body is 
the inferior. Now the sovereign good is the great- 
est good of the better part, while the supreme 
evil is the greatest evil of the inferior part. 
But wisdom is the greatest good of the soul; 
while the worst thing in the body is pain. There- 
fore man’s greatest good is to be wise, while 
his greatest evil is to suffer pain.”’ 

On the contrary, Guilt is a greater evil than 
punishment as was stated in the First Park (Q. 
XLvulII, A. 6). But sorrow or pain belongs to the 
punishment of sin, just as the enjoyment of 
changeable things is an evil of guilt. For Augus- 
tine says (De Vera Relig. xii) :* “What is pain 
of the soul, except for the soul to be deprived of 
changeable things which it was wont to enjoy, 
or had hoped to enjoy? And this is all that is 
called evil, that is sin, and the punishment of 
sin.” Therefore sorrow or pain is not man’s 
greatest evil. 

I answer that, It is impossible for any sorrow 
or pain to be man’s greatest evil. For all sorrow 
or pain is either for something that is truly evil, 

1 Aristotle, Ethics, vit, 10 (1160°9). 
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or for something that is apparently evil but good 
in reality. Now pain or sorrow for that which is 
truly evil cannot be the greatest evil; for there 
is something worse, namely, either not to judge 
that to be evil which is really evil, or not to 
reject it. Again, sorrow or pain for that which is 
apparently evil but really good, cannot be the 
greatest evil, for it would be worse to be alto- 
gether separated from that which is truly good. 
Hence it is impossible for any sorrow or pain 
to be man’s greatest evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Pleasure and sorrow have two 
good points in common: namely, a true judg- 
ment concerning good and evil, and the due or- 
der of the will in approving of good and reject- 
ing evil. Thus it is clear that in pain and sorrow 
there is a good by the removal of which they 
become worse; and yet there is not an evil in 
every pleasure by the removal of which the 
pleasure is better. Consequently, a pleasure can 
be man’s highest good, in the way above stated 
(Q. XXXIV, A. 3); but sorrow cannot be man’s 
greatest evil, 

Reply Obj. 2. The very fact of the will being 
opposed to evil is a good. And for this reason, 
sorrow or pain cannot be the greatest evil, be- 
cause it has an admixture of good. 

Reply Obj. 3. That which harms the better 
thing is worse than that which harms the worse. 
Now a thing is called evil because it harms, 
as Augustine says (Enchirid. xii).5 Therefore 
that which is an evil to the soul is a greater 
evil than that which is an evil to the body. 
Therefore this argument does not prove; nor 
does Augustine give it as his own, but as taken 
from another.® 


QUESTION XL 
Or THE IRASCIBLE PASSIONS, AND 
FIRST, OF HOPE AND DESPAIR 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE must now consider the irascible passions: 


‘ (1) Hope and despair; (2) Fear and daring (a. 


XLI); (3) Anger (Q. xLvr). Under the first head 
there are eight points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
hope is the same as desire or cupidity? (2) 
Whether hope is in the apprehensive, or in the 
appetitive power? (3) Whether hope is in dumb 
animals? (4) Whether despair is contrary to 
hope? (5) Whether experience is a cause of 
hope? (6) Whether hope abounds in young 
men and drunkards? (7) Concerning the order 
SPL 40, 237; De Mor. Eccl. Cathol., 11, 3 (PL 32, 1346). 


¢ Cornelius Celsus, in a work now lost; cf. Augustine, 
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of hope to love? (8) Whether hope conduces 
to action? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Hope Is the Same as 
Desire or Cupidity? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that hope is the same as desire or cu- 
pidity. 

Objection 1. Because hope is accounted as 
one of the four principal passions. But Augus- 
tine in setting down the four principal passions 
puts cupidity in the place of hope.! Therefore 
hope is the same as cupidity or desire. 

Obj. 2. Further, passions differ according to 
their objects. But the object of hope is the 
same as the object of cupidity or desire, namely, 
the future good. Therefore hope is the same as 
cupidity or desire. 

Obj. 3. If it be said that hope, in addition 
to desire, denotes the possibility of obtaining 
the future good; on the contrary, whatever is 
accidental to the object does not make a dif- 
ferent species of passion. But possibility of ac- 
quisition is accidental to a future good, which 
is the object of cupidity or desire, and of hope. 
Therefore hope does not differ specifically from 
desire or cupidity. 

On the contrary, To different powers belong 
different species of passions. But hope is in the 
irascible power. while desire or cupidity is in 
the concupiscible. Therefore hope differs spe- 
cifically from desire or cupidity. 

I answer that, The species of a passion is 
taken from the object. Now, in the object of 
hope, we may note four conditions. First, that 
it is something good, since. properly speaking, 
hope regards only the good; in this respect, 
hope differs from fear, which regards evil. 
Secondly, that it is future, for hope does not 
regard that which is present and already pos- 
sessed. In this respect, hope differs from joy 
which regards a present good. Thirdly, that 
it must be something arduous and difficult to 
obtain, for we do not speak of any one hoping 
for trifles, which are in one’s power to have 
at any time; in this respect, hope differs from 
desire or cupidity, which regards the future 
good absolutely. Therefore it belongs to the 
concupiscible, while hope belongs to the iras- 
cible part. Fourthly, that this difficult thing is 
something possible to obtain, for one does not 
hope for that which one cannot get at all; and, 
in this respect, hope differs from despair. It is 
therefore evident that hope differs from desire, 
as the irascible passions differ from the con- 

1 City of God, xtv, 3 (PL 41, 406). 
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cupiscible. For this reason, moreover, hope pre« 
supposes desire, just as all the irascible passions 
presuppose the passions of the concupiscible 
part, as stated above (a. xxv, A. 1). 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine mentions desire in- 
stead of hope because each regards future good, 
and because the good which is not arduous is 
reckoned as nothing, thus implying that desire 
seems to tend chiefly to the arduous good, to 
which hope tends likewise. 

Reply Obj. 2. The object of hope is the fu- 
ture good considered, not absolutely, but as 
arduous and difficult of attainment, as stated 
above. 

Reply Obj. 3. The object of hope adds not 
only possibility to the object of desire, but also 
difficulty; and this makes hope belong to an- 
other power, namely the irascible, which re- 
gards something difficult, as stated in the First 
Part (Q. LXXxI, A. 2).2 Moreover, possibility 
and impossibility are not altogether accidental 
to the object of the appetitive power. For the 
appetite is a principle of movement, and 
nothing is moved to anything except under 
the aspect of being possible; for no one is 
moved to that which he thinks impossible to 
get. Consequently hope differs from despair 
according to the difference of possible and im- 
possible. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Hope Is in the Appre- 
hensive or in the Appetitive Power? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that hope belongs to the cognitive 
power. 

Objection 1. Because hope seems to be a kind 
of awaiting; for the Apostle says (Rom. 8. 25): 
If we hope for that which we see not; we wait 
for it with patience. But awaiting (expectatio) 
seems to belong to the cognitive power, which 
we exercise by looking out (exspectare). There- 
fore hope belongs to the cognitive power. 

Obj. 2. Further, apparently hope is the same 
as confidence; hence when a man hopes he is 
said to be confident, as though to hope and to 
be confident were the same thing. But con- 
fidence, like faith, seems to belong to the cog- 
nitive power. Therefore hope does too. 

Obj. 3. Further, certainty is a property of the 
cognitive power. But certainty is ascribed to 
hope. Therefore hope belongs to the cognitive 
power. 

On the contrary, Hope regards good, as stated 
above (A. 1). Now good, as such, is not the ob- 
ject of the cognitive, but of the appetitive 

2 Cf. Q. XXIII, A. I. 
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power. Therefore hope belongs, not to the cog- 
nitive, but to the appetitive power. 

| F answer that, Since hope denotes a certain 
stretching out of the appetite towards good, it 
evidently belongs to the appetitive power; for 
movement towards things belongs properly to 
the appetite, while the action of the cognitive 
power is accomplished not by a movement of 
the knower towards things, but rather accord- 
ing as the things known are in the knower. But 
since the cognitive power moves the appetite 
by representing its object to it, there arise m 
the appetite various movements according to 
various aspects of the apprehended object. For 
the apprehension of good gives rise to one kind 
of movement in the appetite, while the appre- 
hension of evil gives rise to another; in like 
manner various movements arise from the ap- 
prehension of something present and of some- 
thing future, of something considered abso- 
lutely, and of something considered as arduous, 
of something possible, and of something im- 
possible. And accordingly hope is a movement 
of the appetitive power ensuing from the ap- 
prehension of a future good, difficult but pos- 
sible to obtain; that is, a stretching forth of 
the appetite to such a good. 

Reply Obj. 1. Since hope regards a possible 
good, there arises in man a twofold movement 
of hope, for a thing may be possible to him in 
two ways, namely by his own power, or by 
another’s. Accordingly when a man hopes to 
obtain something by his own power, he is not 
said to wait for it, but only to hope for it. 
But, properly speaking, he is said to await that 
which he hopes to get by another’s help as 
though to await (exspectare) implied keeping 
one’s eyes on another (ex alio spectare), in so 
far as the apprehensive power, by going ahead, 
not only keeps its eye on the good which man 
intends to get, but also on the thing by whose 
power he hopes to get it, according to Ecclus. 
g1. 10: J looked for the succour of men, There- 
fore the movement of hope is sometimes called 
expectation, on account of the preceding inspec- 
tion of the knowing power. 

Reply Obj. 2. When a man desires a thing 
and thinks that he can get it, he believes that 
he will get it; and from this belief which pre- 
cedes in the knowing power the ensuing move- 
ment in the appetite is called confidence. Be- 
cause the movement of the appetite takes its 
name from the knowledge that precedes it, as 
an effect from a cause which is better known; 
for the apprehensive power knows its own act 
better than that of the appetite. 
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Reply Obj. 3. Certainty is ascribed to: the 
movement, not only of the sensitive, but also 
of the natural appetite; thus we say that a stone 
is certain to tend downwards. This is owing to 
the inerrancy which the movement of the sensi- 
tive or even natural appetite derives from the 
certainty of the knowledge that precedes it. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Hope Is in Dumb 
Animals? 


We proceed thus to the Third Ariicle: It 
would seem that there is no hope in dumb an- 
imals. 

Objection 1. Because hope is for some future 
good, as Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii, 
12).1 But knowledge of the future does not 
belong to dumb animals, whose knowledge is 
confined to the senses and does not extend to 
the future. Therefore there is no hope in dumb 
animals, 

Obj. 2. Further, the object of hope is a future 
good, possible of attainment. But possible and 
impossible are differences of the true and the 
false, “which are only in the mind,” as the 
Philosopher states.” Therefore there is no hope 
in dumb animals, since they have no mind. 

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. 
ix, 14)? that “animals are moved by the things 
that they see.” But hope is of things unseen, 
for what a man seeth, why doth he hope for? 
(Rom. 8. 24). Therefore there is no hope in 
dumb animals. 

On the contrary, Hope is an irascible passion. 
But the irascible power is in dumb animals. 
Therefore hope is also. 

I answer that, The internal passions of an- 
imals can be gathered from their outward 
movements, from which 11 is clear that hope is 
in dumb animals. For if a dog see a hare, or a 
hawk see a bird, too far off, it makes no move- 
ment towards it, as having no hope to catch it; 
but if it be near, it makes a movement towards 
it, as being in hopes of catching it. Because, as 
stated above (0. I, A. 2; Q. XXVI, A. I; Q. 
XXXV, A. 1), the sensitive appetite of dumb an- 
imals, and likewise the natural appetite of in- 
sensible things, result from the apprehension of 
an intellect, just as the appetite of the intel- 
lectual nature, which is called the will. But 
there is a difference, in that the will is moved 
by an apprehension of the intellect joined to 
it, while the movement of the natural appetite 
results from the apprehension of the separate 
Intellect, Who is the Author of nature, and it 


1 PG 94, 929. 2 Metaphysics, V1, 4 (102727). 
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is the same with the sensitive appetite of dumb 
animals, who act from a certain natural in- 
stinct. Consequently, in the actions of irra- 
tional animals and of other natural things, we 
observe a procedure which is similar to that 
which we observe in the actions of art. And in 
this way hope and despair are in dumb animals. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although dumb animals do not 
know the future, yet an animal is moved by its 
natural instinct to something future, as though 
it foresaw the future. Because this instinct is 
planted in them by the Divine Intellect that 
foresees the future. 

Reply Obj. 2. The object of hope is not the 
possible as differentiating the true, for thus the 
possible ensues from the relation of a predicate 
to a subject. The object of hope is the possible 
as compared to a power. For such is the divi- 
sion of the possible given in the Metaphysics,' 
that is, into the two kinds we have just men- 
tioned. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the thing which is 
future does not come under the object of sight, 
nevertheless through seeing something present, 
an animal’s appetite is moved to seek or avoid 
something future. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Despair Is Contrary 
to Hope? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that despair is not contrary to hope. 

Objection 1. Because “to one thing there is 
one contrary.”* But fear is contrary to hope. 
Therefore despair is not contrary to hope. 

Obj. 2. Further, contraries seem to bear on 
the same thing. But hope and despair do not 
bear on the same thing, for hope regards the 
good, but despair arises from some evil that is 
in the way of obtaining good. Therefore hope 
is not contrary to despair. 

Obj. 3. Further, movement is contrary to 
movement; while repose is in opposition to 
movement as a privation of it. But despair 
seems to imply immobility rather than move- 
ment. Therefore it is not contrary to hope, 
which implies movement of stretching out to- 
wards the hoped-for good. 

On the contrary, The very name of despair 
(desperatio) implies that it is contrary to hope 
(spes). 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XxIt, A. 
2), there is a twofold contrariety in changes. 
One is in respect of approach to contrary terms, 
and this contrariety alone is to be found in the 

1 Aristotle, v, 12 (1019°30), 

2 Aristotle; Metaphysics, X, 4, § (1055®19; 1055%30). 
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concupiscible passions, for instance between 
love and hatred. The other is according to ap- 
proach and withdrawal with regard to the same 
term, and is to be found in the irascible pas- 
sions, as stated above (loc. cit.). Now the ob- 
ject of hope, which is the arduous good, has 
the character of a principle of attraction, if it 
be considered in the light of something possible 
of attainment; and thus hope tends to that 
good, for it denotes a kind of approach. But in 
so far as it is considered as unobtainable, it 
has the character of a principle of repulsion, 
because, as stated in the Ethics “when men 
come to an impossibility they disperse.” And 
this is how despair stands in regard to this ob- 
ject, and so it implies a movement of with- 
drawal. Consequently it is contrary to hope, as 
withdrawal is to approach. 

Reply Obj. 1. Fear is contrary to hope, be- 
cause their objects, that is, good and evil, are 
contrary; for this contrariety is found in the 
irascible passions, according as they are derived 
from the passions of the concupiscible. But 
despair is contrary to hope only by contrariety 
of approach and withdrawal. 

Reply Obj. 2. Despair does not regard evil 
as such; sometimes, however, it regards evil 
accidentally, as making the difficult good im- 
possible to obtain. But it can arise from the 
mere excess of good. 

Reply Obj. 3. Despair implies not only priva- 
tion of hope, but also a recoil from the thing 
desired, by reason of its being thought impos- 
sible to get. Hence despair, like hope, presup- 
poses desire, because we neither hope for nor 
despair of that which we do not desire to have. 
For this reason, too, each of them regards the 
good, which is the object of desire. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Experience Is a Cause 
of Hope? 


We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that experience is not a cause of 
hope. 

Objection 1. Because experience belongs to 
the knowing power; hence the Philosopher 
says‘ that “intellectual virtue needs experience 
and time.” But hope is not in the knowing 
power, but in the appetite, as stated above (a. 
2). Therefore experience is not a cause of hope. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says® that 
“the old are slow to hope, on account of their 
experience”; from this it seems to follow that 
experience causes want of hope. But the same 

* Aristotle, ma, 3 (112224). * Ethics, u, 1 (1103"16). 
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tause is not productive of opposites. Therefore 
experience is not a cause of hope. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says! that 
“to have something to say about everything, 
without leaving anything out, is sometimes a 
proof of folly.” But to attempt everything 
seems to point to great hopes, while folly arises 


from inexperience. Therefore inexperience, 
rather than experience, seems to be a cause of 
hope. 


On the contrary, The Philosopher says? 
“some are of good hope, through having been 
victorious often and over many opponents,” 
which seems to pertain to experience. Therefore 
experience is a cause of hope. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), the ob- 
ject of hope is a future good, difficult but pos- 
sible to obtain. Consequently a thing may be 
a cause of hope either because it makes some- 
thing possible to a man or because it makes 
him think something possible. In the first way 
hope is caused by everything that increases a 
man’s power; for instance riches, strength, and, 
among others, experience, for by expericnce 
man acquires the possibility of getting some- 
thing easily, and the result of this is hope. 
Therefore Vegetius says:* “No one fears to 
do that which he is sure of having learnt well.” 

In the second way, hope is caused by every- 
thing that makes man think that something is 
possible for him; and thus both teaching and 
persuasion may be a cause of hope. And in this 
way also experience is a cause of hope, in so 
far as it makes him consider something pos- 
sible which before his experience he looked 
upon as impossible. However, in this way, ex- 
perience can cause a lack of hope, because just 
as it makes a man think possible what he had 
previously thought impossible, so, conversely, 
experience makes a man consider as impossible 
that which hitherto he had thought possible. Ac- 
cordingly experience causes hope in two ways, 
despair in one way; and for this reason we may 
say rather that it causes hope. 

Reply Obj 1. Experience in matters pertain- 
ing to action not only produces knowledge, it 
also causes a certain habit, by reasdn of custom, 
which renders the action easier. Moreover, the 
intellectual virtue itself adds to the possibility 
of acting with ease, because it shows something 
to be possible, and thus is a cause of hope. 

Reply Obj. 2. The old are wanting in hope 
because of their experience in so far as ex- 

1 Yeavens, u, 5 (28728). 
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perience makes them think something impos- 
sible. Hence he adds‘ that ‘‘many evils have be- 
fallen them.” 

Reply Obj. 3. Folly and inexperience can be 
a cause of hope accidentally as it were, by re- 
moving the knowledge which would help one 
to judge truly a thing to be impossible. There- 
fore inexperience is a cause of hope for the 
Same reason as experience causes lack of hope. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Hope Abounds in Young 
Men and Drunkards? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that youth and drunkenness are not 
causes of hope. 

Objection 1, Because hope implies certainty 
and steadiness, and hence it is compared to an 
anchor (Heb. 6. 19). But young men and 
drunkards are wanting in steadiness, since their 
minds are easily changed, Therefore youth and 
drunkenness are not causes of hope. 

Obj. 2. Further, as stated above (A. 5), the 
cause of hope is chiefly whatever increases one’s 
power. But youth and drunkenness are united 
to weakness. Therefore they are not causes of 
hope. 

Ob}. 3. Further, experience is a cause of hope, 
as stated above (A. 5). But youth lacks ex- 
perience. Therefore it is not a cause of hope. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that 
“drunken men are hopeful”’;® and that “the 
young are full of hope.’ 

I answer that, Youth is a cause of hope for 
three reasons, as the Philosopher states in the 
Rhetoric.’ And these three reasons may he 
gathered from the three conditions of the good 
which is the object of hope—namely, that it is 
future, arduous and possinle, as stated above 
(A. 1). For youth has much of the future before 
it, and little of the past; and therefore since 
memory is of the past, and hope of the future, 
it has little to remember and lives very much 
in hope. Again, youths, on account of the heat 

‘of their nature, are full of spirit, so that their 
heart expands, and it is owing to the heart 
being expanded that one tends to that which is 
arduous; therefore youths are spirited and 
hopeful. Likewise they who have not suffered 
defeat, nor had experience of obstacles to their 
efforts, are prone to count a thing possible to 
them. Therefore youths, through inexperience 
of obstacles and of their own shortcomings, 
easily count a thing possible, and consequently 
are of good hope. Two of these causes are also 
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in those who are in drink—namely, heat and 
high spirits, on account of wine, and heedless- 
ness of dangers and shortcomings. For the same 
reason all foolish and thoughtless persons at- 
tempt everything and are full of hope. 

Reply O67. 1. Although youths and men in 
drink lack steadiness in reality, yet they are 
steady in their own estimation, for they think 
that they will steadily obtain that which they 
hope for. 

In like manner, in reply to the Second Objec- 
tion, we must observe that young people and 
men in drink are indeed unsteady in reality, 
but, in their own estimation, they are capable, 
for they do not know their shortcomings. 

Reply Obj. 3. Not only experience, but also 
lack of experience, is, in some way, a cause of 
hope, as explained above, (A. 5 Ans. 3). 


ARTICLE 7. Whether Hope Is a Cause of Love? 


We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
would seem that hope is not a cause of love. 

Objection 1. Because, according to Augus- 
tine.! love is the first of the soul’s emotions. 
But hope is an emotion of the soul. Therefore 
love precedes hope, and consequently hope does 
not cause love. 

Obj. 2. Further, desire precedes hope. But 
desire is caused by love, as stated above (a. 
Xxv, A. 2). Therefore hope, too, follows love, 
and consequently is not its cause. 

Obj. 3. Further, hope causes pleasure, as 
stated above (Q. xxx, A. 3). But pleasure is 
only of the good that is loved. Therefore love 
precedes hope. 

On the contrary, The gloss commenting on 
Matt. 1. 2, Abraham begot Isaac, and Isaac 
begot Jacob, says,’ that is, faith begets hope, 
and hope begets charity. But charity is love. 
Therefore Jove is caused by hope. 

I answer that, Hope can regard two things. 
For it regards as its object the good which 
one hopes for. But since the good we hope for is 
something difficult but possible to obtain, and 
since it happens sometimes that what is difficult 
becomes possible to us, not through ourselves 
but through others, hence it is that hope re- 
gards also that by which something becomes 
possible to us. 

In so far, then. as hope regards the good 
we hope to get, it is caused by love, for we do 
not hope save for that which we desire and 
love. But in so far as hope regards one through 
whom something becomes possible to us, love 

1 City af God, xiv, 7 (PL 41, 410). 
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is caused by hope, and not vice versa. Because 
by the very fact that we hope that good will 
accrue to us through someone, we are moved 
towards him as to our own good; and thus we 
begin to love him. Though from the fact that 
we love someone we do not hope in him, except 
accidentally, that is, in so far as we think that 
he returns our love. Therefore the fact of being 
loved by another makes us hope in him, but 
our love for him is caused by the hope we have 
in him. 

Hence the Replies to the Objections are evi- 
dent. 


ARTICLE 8. Whether Hope Is a Help ora 
Hindrance to Action? 


We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that hope is not a help but a hindrance 
to action. 

Objection 1. Because hope implies security. 
But security begets negligence which hinders 
action. Therefore hope is a hindrance to action. 

Obj. 2. Further, sorrow hinders action, as 
stated above (Q. XXXvII, A. 3). But hope some- 
times causes sorrow, for it is written (Prov. 
13. 12) Hope that is deferred afflicteth the soul. 
Therefore hope hinders action. 

Obj. 3. Further, despair is contrary to hope, 
as stated above (A. 4). But despair, especially 
in matters of war, conduces to action; for it is 
written (II Kings 2. 26), that 7 is dangerous 
to drive people to despair. Therefore hope has 
a contrary effect, namely, by hindering action. 

On the contrary, It is written (I Cor. 9. 10) 
that ke that plougheth should plough in hope 
... to receive fruit; and the same applies to 
all other actions. 

I answer that, Hope of its very nature is a 
help to action by making it more intense, and 
this for two reasons. First, by reason of its ob- 
ject, which is a good, difficult but possible. For 
the thought of its being difficult arouses our at- 
tention, while the thought that it is possible 
does not hinder our effort. Hence it follows 
that by reason of hope man is intent on his ac- 
tion. Secondly, on account of its effect. Because 
hope, as stated above (Q. XXXII, A. 3), causes 
pleasure, which is a help to action, as stated 
above (Q. XXXI1, A. 4). Therefore hope is con- 
ducive to action. 

Reply Oj. 1. Hope regards a good to be ob- 
tained, and security an evil to be avoided. 
Therefore security seems to be contrary to fear 
rather than to belong to hope. Yet security does 
not beget negligence, except in so far as it 
lessens the idea of difficulty, by which it also 
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lessens the character of hope. For the things 
in which a man fears no hindrance are no longer 
looked upon as difficult. 

Reply Obj. 2. Hope of itself causes pleasure; 
it is by accident that it causes sorrow, as stated 
above (Q. XXXII, A. 3, Reply 2). 

Reply Obj. 3. Despair threatens danger in 
war, on account of a certain hope that attaches 
to it. For they who despair of flight strive less 
to fly, but hope to avenge their death; and 
therefore in this hope they fight the more 
sharply, and consequently prove dangerous to 
the foe. 


QUESTION XLI 
OF FEAR, IN ITSELF 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider, in the first place, fear; 
and, secondly, daring. With regard to fear, four 
things must be considered: (1) Fear, in itself; 
(2) Its object (Q. xtm); (3) Its cause (Qa. 
XLII); (4) Its effect (9. xLIv). Under the first 
head there are four points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether fear is a passion of the soul? (2) 
Whether fear is a special passion? (3) Whether 
there is a natural fear? (4) Of the species of 
fear. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Fear Is a Passion 
of the Soul? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that fear is not a passion of the 
soul. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. iii, 23)! that “fear is a power, by way 
of guoro\n”—that is, of contraction—‘‘de- 
sirous of vindicating nature.” But no power is 
a passion, as is proved in the Ethics.2 There- 
fore fear is not a passion. 

Obj. 2. Further, every passion is an effect due 
to the presence of an agent. But fear is not of 


something present, but of something future, as, 
Damascene declares (De Fide Orthod. ii, 12). ° 


Therefore fear is not a passion. 

Obj. 3. Further, every passion of the soul is 
a movement of the sensitive appetite in con- 
sequence of an apprehension of the senses. But 
sense apprehends not the future but the present. 
Since, then, fear is of future evil, it seems that 
it is not a passion of the soul. 

On the contrary, Augustine numbers fear 
among the other passions of the soul.‘ 
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Z answer that, Among the other passions of 
the soul, after sorrow, fear chiefly has the char- 
acter of passion. For as we have stated above 
(9. xxt1), the notion of passion implies first of 
all a movement of a passive power——that is, of 
a power whose object is compared to it as its 
active mover, for the reason that passion is the 
effect of an agent. In this way, both to feel and 
to understand are said to be passive. Secondly, 
more properly speaking, passion is a movement 
of the appetitive power; and more properly 
still, it is a movement of an appetitive power 
that has a bodily organ, such movement being 
accompanied by a bodily change. And, again, 
most properly those movements are called pas- 
sions which imply some harm. Now it is evi- 
dent that fear, since it regards evil, belongs to 
the appetitive power, which of itself regards 
good and evil. Moreover, it belongs to the sen- 
sitive appetite, for it is accompanied by a cer- 
tain change—that is, contraction, as Dama- 
scene says (cf. obj. 1). Again, it implies rela- 
tion to evil, according as evil has a kind of 
victory over some good. Therefore it has most 
truly the character of passion; less, however, 
than sorrow, which regards the present evil. 
because fear regards future evil which is not 
so strong a motive as present evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. Power denotes a principle of 
action; therefore, in so far as the interior move- 
ments of the appetitive power are principles of 
external action, they are called powers. But the 
Philosopher denies’ that passion is a power by 

‘way of habit. 

Reply Obj. 2. Just as the passion of a natural 
body is due to the bodily presence of an agent, 
so is the passion of the soul due to the agent 
being present to the soul, although neither cor- 
porally nor really present; that is to say, in so 
far as the evil which is really future is present 
in the apprehension of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 3. The senses do not apprehend 
the future; but from apprehending the present, 
an animal is moved by natural instinct to hope 
for a future good or to fear a future evil. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Fear Is a Special Passion? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that fear is not a special passion. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (go. 
LXXXIII, gu. 33)® that “the man who is not 
distraught by fear, is neither harassed by de- 
sire, nor wounded by sickness”—that is, sor- 
row—‘“nor tossed about in transports of empty 
joys.” Therefore it seems that, if fear be set 

5 Loc. cit, © PL 40, 23. 
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aside, all ‘the other passions are removed. 
Therefore. fear is not a special but a general 
passion, , | 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says! that 
“pursuit and avoidance in the appetite are what 
affirmation and denial are in the intellect.” But 
denial is nothing special in the intellect, as 
neither is affirmation, but something common 
to many. Therefore neither is avoidance any- 
thing special in the appetite. But fear is nothing 
but a kind of avoidance of evil. Therefore it is 
not a special passion. 

Obj. 3. Further, if fear were a special pas- 
sion, it would be chiefly in the irascible part. 
But fear is also in the concupiscible, since the 
Philosopher says? that “fear is a kind of sor- 
row’; and Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. 
iii, 23)* that fear is “a power of desire’; and 
both sorrow and desire are in the concupiscible 
part, as stated above (Q. xxm1, A. 4). Therefore 
fear is not a special passion, since it belongs 
to different powers. 

On the contrary, Fear is divided with the 
other passions of the soul, as is clear from 
Damascene (De Fide Orthod. ii, 12, 15).4 

I answer that, The passions of the soul derive 
their species from their objects: hence that is 
a special passion which has a special object. 
Now fear has a special object, as hope has. For 
just as the object of hope is a future good, diffi- 
cult but possible to obtain, so the object of fear 
is a future evil, difficult and irresistible. Con- 
sequently fear is a special passion of the soul. 

Reply Obj. 1. All the passions of the soul 
arise from one source, namely, love, wherein 
they are connected with one another. By rea- 
son of this connection, when fear is put aside, 
the other passions of the soul are dispersed; 
not, however, as though it were a general pas- 
sion. 

Reply Obj. 2. Not every avoidance in the 
appetite is fear, but avoidance of a special ob- 
ject, as stated. Therefore, though avoidance 
be something general, yet fear is a special pas- 
sion. 

Reply Obj. 3. Fear is in no way in the con- 
cupiscible part, for it regards evil, not abso- 
lutely, but as difficult or arduous, so as to be 
almost irresistible. But since the irascible pas- 
Sions arise from the passions of the concupis- 
cible part and terminate in them, as stated 
above (Q. xxv, a. 1), hence it is that what be- 
longs to the concupiscible is ascribed to fear. 

1 Ethics, vi, 2 (113921). 
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For.fear is called sorrow in so far as the object 
of, fear causes sorrow when present; and hence 
the Philosopher says (Joc. cit,) that fear arises 
“from the representation of a future evil which 
is either corruptive or painful.” In like manner 
desire is ascribed by Damascene to fear (loc, 
cit.), because just as hope is caused or arises 
from the desire of good, so fear arises from 
avoidance of evil, while avoidance of evil arises 
from the desire of good, as is evident from what 
has been said above (Q. Xxv, A. 2; Q. XXIX, A. 
2; Q. XXXVI, A. 2), 


ARTICLE 3. Whether There Is a Natural Fear? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that there is a natural fear. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod, iii, 23)° that “there is a natural fear, 
through the soul refusing to be severed from 
the body.” 

Obj. 2. Further, fear arises from love, as 
stated above (A. 2, Reply 1). But there is “a na- 
tural love,” as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. 
iv).® Therefore there is also a natural fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, fear is opposed to hope, as 
stated above (Q. XL, a. 4, Reply 1). But there 
is a hope of nature, as is evident from Rom. 4. 
18, where it is said of Abraham that against 
hope of nature, ke believed in hope of grace. 
Therefore there is also a fear of nature. 

On the contrary, That which is natural is 
common to things animate and inanimate. But 
fear is not in things inanimate. Therefore there 
is no natural fear. | 

I answer that, A movement is said to be na- 
tural because nature inclines to it, Now this 
happens in two ways. First, so that it is entirely 
accomplished by nature, without any operation 
of the apprehensive power; thus to have an 
upward movement is natural to fire, and to 
grow is the natural movement of animals and 
plants. Secondly, a movement is said to be na- 
tural if nature inclines to it, even though it be 
accomplished by the apprehensive power alone, 
since, as stated above (Q. x, A. 1), the move- 
ments of the knowing and appetitive powers are 
reducible to nature as to their first principle. In 
this way even the acts of the apprehensive 
power, such as understanding, feeling, and re- 
membering, as well as the movements of the an- 
imal appetite, are sometimes said to be natural. 

And in this sense we may say that there is 
a natural fear; and it is distinguished from non- 
natural fear by reason of the diversity of its ob- 
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ject. For, as the Philosopher says,! there is a 
fear of corruptive evil, which nature shrinks 
from on account of its natural desire of being; 
and such fear is said to be natural. Again, there 
is a fear of painful evil, which is contrary not 
to nature, but to the desire of the appetite; 
and such fear is not natural. In this sense we 
have stated above (Q. XXVI, A. I; Q. XXX, A. 
3; Q. XXXI, A. 7) that love, concupiscence, and 
pleasure are divisible into natural and non- 
natural. 

But in the first sense of the word natural, we 
must observe that certain passions are some- 
times said to be natural, as love, desire, and 
hope, but the others cannot be called natural. 
The reason of this is because love and hatred, 
desire and avoidance, imply a certain inclina- 
tion to pursue what is good or to avoid what 
is evil, which inclination is to be found in the 
natural appetite also. Consequently there is a 
kind of natural love, while we may also speak 
in a certain manner of desire and hope as being 
even in natural things devoid of knowledge. On 
the other hand, the other passions of the soul 
denote certain movements to which the natural 
inclination is in no way sufficient. This is due 
either to the fact that sensing or knowledge is 
of the very notion of these passions (thus we 
have said that apprehension is a necessary con- 
dition of pleasure and sorrow),? and so things 
devoid of knowledge cannot be said to take 
pleasure or to be sorrowful. Or else it is be- 
cause such movements are contrary to the 
very notion of natural inclination; for instance, 
despair flies from good on account of some 
difficulty, and fear shrinks from repelling a 
contrary evil, both of which are contrary to 
the inclination of nature. Hence passions of 
this kind are in no way ascribed to inanimate 
beings. 

Thus the Replies to the Objections are evi- 
dent. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Species of Fear Are 
Suitably Assigned? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the species of fear are unsuitably as- 
signed by Damascene (De Fide Orthod. ii) ;* 
namely, “laziness, shamefacedness, shame, 
amazement, stupor, and anxiety.” 

1 Rhetoric, 11, § (1382%22). 
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Objection 1. Because, as the Philosopher 
says‘ “fear regards a saddening evil.” There- 
fore the species of fear should correspond to 
the species of sorrow. Now there are four 
species of sorrow, as stated above (0. XxxvV, 
A. 8). Therefore there should only be four 
species of fear, corresponding to them. 

Obj. 2. Further, that which consists in an 
action of our own is in our power. But fear re- 
gards an evil that surpasses our power, as stated 
above (A. 2). Therefore laziness, shamefaced- 
ness, and shame, which regard our own actions, 
should not be put as species of fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, fear is of the future, as 
stated above (AA. 1, 2). But “shame regards a 
disgraceful deed already done,” as Gregory of 
Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xx)5 says. 
Therefore shame is not a species of fear. 

Obj. 4. Further, fear is only of evil. But 
amazement and stupor regard great and un- 
accustomed things, whether good or evil. There- 
fore amazement and stupor are not species of 
fear. 

Obj. 5. Further, philosophers have been led 
by amazement to seek the truth, as stated at 
the beginning of the Metaphysics.® But fear 
leads to flight rather than to search. Therefore 
amazement is not a species of fear. 

On the contrary suffices the authority of 
Damascene and Gregory of Nyssa (Nemisius) 
(cf. obj. 1, 3). 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 2), fear 
regards a future evil which surpasses the power 
Of him that fears, so that it is irresistible. Now 
man’s evil, like his good, may be considered 
either in his action or in external things. In his 
action he has a twofold ev!! to fear. First, there 
is the toil that burdens his nature, and hence 
arises laziness, as when a man shrinks from 
work for fear of too much toil. Secondly, there 
is the disgrace which damages him in the opin- 
ion of others. And thus, if disgrace is feared in 
a deed that is yet to be done, there is shame- 


‘facedness; if, however, it be in a deed already 


done, there is shame. 

On the other hand, the evil that consists in 
external things may surpass man’s power of 
resistance in three ways. First, by reason of its 
magnitude; when, that is to say, a man con- 
siders some great evil the outcome of which 
he is unable to gauge, and then there is amaze- 
ment. Secondly, by reason of its being unac- 
customed; because, that is, some unaccustomed 

4‘ Rhetoric, 11, § (1382%22). 
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evil arises: before us, and on that account is 
great in our estimation, and then there is stupor, 
which is caused by the imagination of some- 
thing unaccustomed. Thirdly, by reason of its 
being unforeseen; because, that is, it cannot be 
foreseen; thus future misfortunes are feared, 
and fear of this kind is called anxiety. 

Reply Obj. 1. Those species of sorrow given 
above are not derived from the diversity of ob- 
jects, but from the diversity of effects, and for 
certain special reasons. Consequently there is 
no need for those species of sorrow to cor- 
respond with these species of fear which are 
derived from the proper division of the object 
of fear itself. 

Reply Obj. 2. A deed considered as being 
actually done is in the power of the doer. But 
it is possible to take into consideration some- 
thing connected with the deed, and surpassing 
the power of the doer, for which reason he 
shrinks from the deed. It is in this sense that 
laziness, shamefacedness, and shame are num- 
bered as species of fear. 

Reply Obj. 3. The past deed may be the oc- 
casion of fear of future reproach or disgrace, 
and in this sense shame is a species of fear. 

Reply Obj. 4. Not every amazement and 
stupor are species of fear, but that amazement 
which is caused by a great evil, and that stupor 
which arises from an unaccustomed evil. Or 
else we may say that, just as laziness shrinks 
from the toil of external work, so amazement 
and stupor shrink from the difficulty of con- 
sidering a great and unaccustomed thing, 
whether good or evil, so that amazement and 
stupor stand in relation to the act of the in- 
tellect as laziness does to external work. 

Reply Obj. 5. He who is amazed shrinks at 
present from forming a judgment of that which 
amazes him, fearing to fall short of the truth, 
but inquires afterwards. But he who is over- 
come by stupor fears both to judge at present, 
and to inquire afterwards. Therefore amaze- 
ment is a beginning of philosophical considera- 
tion, but stupor is a hindrance to it. 


QUESTION XLII 
OF THE OBJECT OF FEAR 
(In Six Articles) 


WE must now consider the object of fear, under 
which head there are six points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether good or evil is the object of fear? (2) 
Whether evil of nature is the object of fear? 
(3) Whether the evil of sin is an object of fear? 
(4) Whether fear itself can be feared? (5) 
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Whether sudden things are especially feared? 
(6) Whether those things are more feared 
against which there is no remedy? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Object of Fear Is 
Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that good is the object of fear. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says! that we 
fear nothing “save to lose what we love and 
possess, or not to obtain that which we hope 
for.” But that which we love is good. Therefore 
fear regards good as its proper object. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says that 
power and to be above another is a thing to be 
feared? But this is a good thing. Therefore 
good is the object of fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, there can be no evil in God. 
But we are commanded to fear God, according 
to TPs. 33. 10: Fear the Lord, all ye saints. 
Therefore even the good is an object of fear. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 12) that fear is of future evil. 

I answer that, Fear is a movement of the 
appetitive power. Now it pertains to the appeti- 
tive power to pursue and to avoid, as stated in 
the Ethics, and pursuit is of good, while 
avoidance is of evil. Consequently whatever 
movement of the appetitive power implies pur- 
suit has some good for its object, and whatever 
movement implies avoidance has an evil for its 
object. Therefore, since fear implies an avoid- 
ance, in the first place and of its very nature it 
regards evil as its proper object. 

It can, however, regard good also, in so far as 
it is referable to evil. This can be in two ways. 
In one way, in so far as an evil causes priva- 
tion of good. Now a thing Js evil from the very 
fact that it is a privation of some good. There- 
fore, since evil is shunned because it is evil, it 
follows that it is shunned because it deprives 
one of the good that one pursues through love 
for that good. And in this sense Augustine says 
that there is no cause for fear, save loss of the 
good we love. 

In another way, good stands related to evil 
as its cause, in so far as some good can by its 
power bring harm to the good we love. And so, 
just as hope, as stated above (Q. XL, A. 7), re- 
gards two things, namely, the good to which 
it tends, and the thing through which there is 
a hope of obtaining the desired good, so also 
does fear regard two things, namely, the evil 
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from which it shrinks, and that good which, by 
its power, ‘can inflict that evil. In this way God 
is feared by man, in so far as He can inflict 
punishment, spiritual or corporal. In this way, 
too, we fear the power of man, especially when 
it has been thwarted, or when it is unjust, be- 
cause then it is more likely to do us a harm. 

In like manner one fears “to be over an- 
other,”’ that is, to lean:on another, so that it 
is in his power to do us a harm; thus a man 
fears another who knows him to be guilty of a 
crime, lest he reveal it to others. 

This suffices for the Replies to the Objec- 
tions. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Evil of Nature Is an 
Object of Fear? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: .It 
seems that evil of nature is not an object of fear. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
‘fear makes us take counsel.” But we do not 
take counsel about things which happen nat- 
urally, as stated in Ethics.? Therefore evil of 
nature is not an object of fear. 

Obj. 2. Further, natural defects such as death 
and the like are always threatening man. If 
therefore such evils were an object of fear, man 
would have to be always in fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, nature does not move to con- 
traries. But evil of nature is an effect of nature. 
Therefore if a man shrinks from such evils 
through fear of them, this is not an effect of na- 
ture. Therefore natural fear is not of the evil of 
nature and yet it seems to pertain to it. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says® that 
“the most terrible of all things is death,” which 
is an evil of nature. 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,‘ fear 
is caused by “the imagination of a future evil 
which is either corruptive or painful.” Now just 
as a painful evil is that which is contrary to the 
will, so a corruptive evil is that which is con- 
trary to nature. And this is the evil of nature. 
Consequently evil of nature can be the object 
of fear. ! 

But it must be observed that evil of nature 
sometimes arises from a natural cause, and then 
it is called evil of nature not merely from being a 
privation of the good of nature, but also from 
being an effect of nature; such are natural 
death and other like defects. But sometimes evil 
of nature arises from a non-natural cause, such 
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as violent death inflicted by anassailant. Ineither 
case evil of nature is feared to, a. certain extent, 
and to a certain extent not. For since fear arises 
“from the imagination of future evil,” as the 
Philosopher says, whatever removes the imagi- 
nation of the future evil, removes fear also. Now 
it may happen in two ways that an evil, con- 
sidered as future, may not seem great, First, 
through being remote and far off; for, on ac- 
count of the distance, such a thing is considered 
as though it were not to be at all. Hence we 
either do not fear it, or fear it but little; for, as 
the Philosopher says,° “we do not fear things 
that are very far off; for all know that they shall 
die, but as death is not near, they heed it not.” 
Secondly, a future evil is considered as though 
it were not to be on account of its being inevita- 
ble, and so we look upon it as already present. 
Hence the Philosopher says® that ‘‘those who are 
already on the scaffold, are not afraid,” seeing 
that they are on the very point of a death from 
which there is no escape; “‘but in order that a 
man be afraid, there must be some hope of es- 
cape for him.” Consequently evil of nature is 
not feared if it is not apprehended as future; 
but if evil of nature that is corruptive is appre- 
hended as near at hand, and yet with some hope 
of escape. then it will be feared. 

Reply Obj. 1. The evil of nature sometimes 
is not an effect of nature, as stated above. But 
in so far as it is an effect of nature, although it 
may be impossible to avoid it entirely, yet it 
may be possible to delay it. And with this hope 
one may take counsel about avoiding it. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although evil of nature always 
threatens, yet it does not always threaten from 
near at hand, and consequently it is not always 
feared. 

Reply 0b}. 3. Death and stheE defects of na- 
ture are the effects of the universal nature, and 
yet the particular nature rebels against them as 
far as it can. Accordingly, from the inclination 
of the particular nature arise pain and sorrow 


-for such evils, when present, and fear if they 


threaten in the future. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether the Evil of Sin Is an 
Object of Fear? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that the evil of sin can be an object of 
fear. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says on the canon- 
ical Epistle of John (Tract. ix),’ that by chaste 
fear man fears to be severed from God. Now 

’ Jbid. (1382"25). 


 Jbid. (1383%5). TPL 35, 2049. 


PART I OF SECOND PART:Q. 42. ART. 4 


nothing but'sin severs us from God, according 
to Isa, 59. 2: Your intquities have divided be- 
tween you and your God. Therefore the evil of 
sin can be an object of fear. 

Obj. 2. Further, Cicero says (Quest. Tusc. iv, 
6)' that we fear when they are yet to come those 
things which give us pain when they are present. 
But it is possible for one to be pained or sorrow- 
ful on account of the evil of sin. Therefore one 
can also fear the evil of sin. 

Obj. 3. Further, hope is contrary to fear. But 
the good of virtue can be the object of hope, as 
the Philosopher declares ;? and the Apostle says 
(Gal. 5. 10): I have confidence in you in the 
Lord, that you will not be of another mind. 
Therefore fear can regard evil of sin. 

Obj. 4. Further, shame is a kind of fear, as 
stated above (Q. XL1, A. 4). But shame regards a 
disgraceful deed, which is an evil of sin. There- 
fore fear does so likewise. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“not all evils are feared, for instance that some- 
one be unjust or slow.” 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XL, A. 1; 
Q. XLI, A. 2), as the object of hope is a future 
good difficult but possible to obtain, so the ob- 
ject of fear is a future evil, arduous and not to 
be easily avoided. From this we may gather that 
whatever is entirely subject to our power and 
will is not an object of fear, and that noth- 
ing gives rise to fear save what is due to an 
external cause. Now human will is the proper 
cause of the evil of sin, and consequently evil 
of sin, properly speaking, is not an object of 
fear. 

But since the human will may be inclined to 
sin by an extrinsic cause, if this cause have a 
strong power of inclination, in that respect a 
man may fear the evil of sin, in so far as it 
arises from that extrinsic cause; as when he 
fears to dwell in the company of wicked men lest 
he be led by them to sin. But, properly speak- 
ing, a man thus disposed fears the being led 
astray rather than the sin considered in its 
proper notion, that is, as a voluntary act; for 
considered in this light it is not an object of 
fear to him. 

Reply Obj. 1. Separation from God is a pun- 
ishment resulting from sin; and every punish- 
ment is, in some way, due to an extrinsic cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sorrow and fear agree in one 
point, since each regards evil. They differ, how- 
ever, in two points. First, because sorrow is 
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about present evil, while fear is of future evil. 
Secondly, because sorrow, being.in the concup- 
iscible part, regards evil absolutely ; hence it can 
be about any evil, great or small. But fear, be- 
ing in the irascible part, regards evil with the 
addition of a certain arduousness or difficulty, 
which difficulty, ceases in so far as a thing 
is subject to the will. Consequently not all 
things that give us pain when they are present 
make us fear when they are yet to come, but 
only some things, namely, those that are 
difficult. 

Reply 0bj. 3. Hope is of good that is obtain- 
able. Now one may obtain a good either of one- 
self, or through another; and so, hope may be 
of an act of virtue, which lies within our own 
power. On the other hand, fear is of an evil 
that does not lie in our own power, and conse- 
quently the evil which is feared is always from 
an extrinsic cause, while the good that is hoped 
for may be both from an intrinsic and from an 
extrinsic cause. 

Reply Obj. 4. As stated above (Q. X11, A. 4, 
Reply 2, 3), shame is not fear of the very act 
of sin, but of the disgrace or ignominy which 
arises from it, and which is due to an extrinsic 
cause, 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Fear Itself Can Be Feared? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that fear cannot be feared. 

Objection 1. For whatever is feared is pre- 
vented from being Jost through fear that; thus 
a man who fears to lose his health keeps it, 
through fearing its loss. If therefore a man be 
afraid of fear, he will keep himself from fear 
by being afraid, which seems absurd. 

Obj. 2. Further, fear is a kind of flight. But 
nothing flies from itself. Therefore fear cannot 
be the object of fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, fear is about the future. But 
fear is present to him that fears. Therefore it 
cannot be the object of his fear. 

On the contrary, A man can love his own love, 
and can grieve at his own sorrow. Therefore, in 
like manner, he can fear his own fear. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), noth- 
ing can be an object of fear save what is due 
to an extrinsic cause; not however that which 
ensues from our own will. Now fear partly arises 
from an extrinsic cause, and is partly subject 
to the will. It is due to an extrinsic cause in so 
far as it is a passion resulting from the imagina- 
tion of an imminent evil. In this sense it is pos- 
sible for fear to be the object of fear, that is, a 
man may fear lest he should be threatened by 
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the necessity of fearing, through being assailed 
by some great evil. It is subject to the will, how- 
ever in so far as the lower appetite obeys reason, 
and so man is able to drive fear away. In this 
sense fear cannot be the object of fear, as Au- 
gustine says (@Q. LXxxmI, gu. 33).! Lest, how- 
ever, anyone make use of his arguments in 
order to prove that fear cannot at all be 
the object of fear, we must add a solution to 
the same. 

Reply Obj. 1. Not every fear is identically the 
same; there are various fears according to the 
various objects of fear. Nothing, then, prevents 
a man from keeping himself from fearing one 
thing by fearing another, so that the fear which 
he has preserves him from the fear which he has 
not. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since fear of an imminent evil 
is not identical with the fear of the fear of an 
imminent evil, it does not follow that a thing 
flies from itself, or that it is the same flight in 
both cases. 

Reply Obj. 3. On account of the various kinds 
of fear already alluded to (Reply 2) a man’s 
present fear may have a future fear for its ob- 
ject. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Sudden Things Are 
Especially Feared? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
seems that unaccustomed and sudden things are 
not especially feared. 

Objection 1. Because, as hope is about good 
things, so fear is about evil things. But experi- 
ence contributes to the increase of hope in good 
things. Therefore it also adds to fear in evil 
things. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says? that 
those are feared most, “not who are quick-tem- 
pered, but who are gentle and cunning.” Now it 
is clear that those who are quick-tempered are 
more subject to sudden emotions. Therefore 
sudden things are less to be feared. 

Obj. 3. Further, we think less about things 
that happen suddenly. But the more we think 
about a thing, the more we fear it; hence the 
Philosopher says’ that “some appear to be coura- 
geous through ignorance, but as soon as they 
discover that the case is different from what 
they expected, they run away.” Therefore sud- 
den things are feared less. 

On the contrary, Augustine says‘ “Fear is 
startled at things unaccustomed and sudden, 
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which endanger things beloved, and takes fore- 
thought for their safety.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3; 9. X11, 
A.2),the object of fear is an imminent evil, which 
can be repelled, but with difficulty. Now this is 
due to one of two causes: to the greatness of the 
evil, or to the weakness of him that fears. But 
unusualness and suddenness contribute to both 
of these causes. First, they help an imminent 
evil to seem greater. Because all corporeal things, 
whether good or evil, the more we consider 
them, the smaller they seem. Consequently, just 
as sorrow for a present evil is mitigated in course 
of time, as Tully states (Quest. Tusc. iii, 30),5 
so too, fear of a future evil is diminished by 
thinking about it beforehand. Secondly, unusual- 
ness and suddenness increase the weakness of 
him that fears, in so far as they deprive him of 
the remedies with which he might otherwise pro- 
vide himself to forestall the coming evil, were 
it not for the evil taking him by surprise. 

Reply Obj. 1. The object of hope is a good 
that it is possible to obtain. Consequently what- 
ever Increases a man’s power is of a nature to 
increase hope, and, for the same reason, to di- 
minish fear, since fear is about an evil which 
cannot be easily repelled. Since, therefore, ex- 
perience increases a man’s power of action, 
therefore, as it increases hope, so does it dimin- 
ish fear. 

Reply Obj. 2. Those who are quick-tempered 
do not hide their anger; hence the harm they do 
others is not so sudden as not to be foreseen. On 
the other hand, those who are gentle or cunning 
hide their anger; therefore the harm which may 
be impending from them cannot be foreseen, 
but takes one by surprise For this reason the 
Philosopher says that such men are feared more 
than others. 

Reply 067. 3. Bodily good or evil, considered 
in itself, seems greater at first. The reason for 
this is that a thing seems greater when seen in 
juxtaposition with its contrary. Hence when a 
man passes unexpectedly from penury to wealth, 
he thinks more of his wealth on account of his 
previous poverty; and, on the other hand, the 
rich man who suddenly becomes poor, finds pov- 
erty all the more disagreeable. For this reason 
sudden evil is feared more, because it seems 
more to be evil. However, it may happen 
through some accident that the greatness of 
some evil is hidden; for instance if the foe hides 
himself in ambush. And then it is true that 
evil inspires greater fear through being much 
thought about. 
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ARTICLE 6. Whether Those Things Are More 
Feared, for Which There Is No Remedy? 


We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
would seem that those things are not more to be 
feared for which there is no remedy. 

Objection 1. Because it is a condition of fear 
that there be some hope of safety, as stated 
above (A. 2). But an evil that cannot be reme- 
died leaves no hope of escape. Therefore such 
things are not feared at all. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no remedy for the 
evil of death, since, in the natural course of 
things, there is no return from death to life. And 
yet death is not the most terrible thing of all, as 
the Philosopher says.'! Therefore those things 
are not feared most for which there is no 
remedy. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says? that “a 
thing which lasts long is no better than that 
which lasts but one day; nor is that which lasts 
for ever any better than that which is not ever- 
lasting’; and the same applies to evil. But 
things that cannot be remedied do not seem to 
differ from other things except in point of their 
lasting long or for ever. Consequently they are 
not therefore any more to be feared. 

On the contrary, the Philosophcr says? that 
“those things are most to be feared which 
when done wrong cannot be put right,... or 
for which there is no help. or which are not 
easy.’ 

1 answer that, The object of fear is evil. Con- 
sequently whatever tends to increase evil con- 
tributes to the increase of fear. Now evil is in- 
creased not only in its species of evil, but also in 
respect of circumstances, as stated above (Q. 
xvilr, A. 3). And of all the circumstances, long- 
lastingness, or even everlastingness, scems to 
have the greatest bearing on the increase of evil. 
Because things that exist in time are measured, 
in a way, according to the duration of time. 
Therefore if it be an evil to suffer something for 
a certain length of time, we should reckon the 
evil doubled if it be suffered for twice that 
length of time. And, accordingly, to suffer the 
same thing for an infinite length of time, that is, 
for ever, implics, so to speak, an infinite in- 
crease. Now those evils which, after they have 
come, cannot be remedied at all, or at least not 
easily, are considered as lasting for ever or for a 
long time. And therefore they inspire the great- 
est fear. 
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Reply Obj. 1. Remedy for an evil is twofold. 
One, by which a future evil is warded off from 
coming. If such a remedy be removed, there is 
an end to hope and consequently to fear. There- 
fore we do not speak now of remedies of that 
kind. The other remedy is one by which an al- 
ready present evil is removed, and of such a 
remedy we speak now. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although death be an evil with- 
out remedy, yet, since it does not threaten from 
near at hand, it is not feared, as stated above 
(A. 2). 

Reply Obj. 3. The Philosopher is speaking 
there of things that are good in themselves, that 
is, good specifically. And such good is no better 
for lasting long or for ever; its goodness de- 
pends on its very nature. 


QUESTION XLIII 
OF THE CAUSE OF FEAR 
(In Two Articles) 


WE must now consider the cause of fear, under 
which head there are two points of inquiry: (1) 
Whether love is the cause of fear? (2) Whether 
defect is the cause of fear? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Love Is the Cause of 
Fear? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that love is not the cause of fear. 

Objection 1, For that which leads to a thing 
is its cause. But “fear leads to the love of 
charity” as Augustine says on lhe canonical 
epistle of John (Tract. ix).4 Therefore fear is 
the cause of love, and not conversely. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says* that 
those are feared most from whom we dread the 
advent of some evil. But the dread of evil being 
caused by someone makes us hate rather than 
love him. Therefore fear is caused by hate 
rather than by love. 

Obj. 3. Further, it has been stated above (a. 
XLU, A. 3) that those things which occur by 
our own doing are not fearful, But that which 
we do from love is done from our inmost heart. 
Therefore fear is not caused by love. 

On the contrary, Augustine says,® “There can 
be no doubt that there is no cause for fear save 
the loss of what we love, when we possess it, 
or the failure to obtain what we hope for.” 
Therefore all fear is caused by our loving 
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something; and conseqiiently love is the cause 
of fear. 

I answer that, The objects of the soul’s pas- 
sions stand in relation to them as the forms to 
things natural or artificial, because the passions 
of the soul take their species from their objects 
as the aforesaid things do from their forms. 
Therefore, just as whatever is a cause of the 
form is a cause of the thing constituted by that 
form so whatever is a cause in any way what- 
ever of the object, is a cause of the passion. 
Now a thing may be a cause of the object either 
by way of efficient cause or by way of material 
disposition. Thus the object of pleasure is good 
apprehended as suitable and conjoined, and its 
efficient cause is that which causes the union, or 
the suitableness. or goodness, or apprehension 
of that good thing, while its cause by way of 
material disposition is a habit or any sort of 
disposition by reason of which this conjoined 
good becomes suitable or is apprehended as 
such. 

Accordingly, as to the matter in question, the 
object of fear is something reckoned as an evil 
to come, near at hand and difficult to avoid. 
Therefore that which can inflict such an evil is 
the effective cause of the object of fear, and 
consequently, of fear itself. But that which 
renders a man so disposed that a thing is such 
an evil to him, is a cause of fear and of its ob- 
ject, by way of material disposition. And thus 
it is that love causes fear, since it is through his 
loving a certain good that whatever deprives a 
man of that good is an evil to him, and that 
consequently he fears it as an evil. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (Q. XLII, A. 1), 
fear, of itself and in the first place, regards the 
evil from which it recoils as being contrary to 
some loved good; and thus fear, of itself, is 
born of love. But, in the second place, it regards 
the cause from which that evil ensues, so that 
sometimes, accidentally, fear gives rise to love; 
in so far as, for instance, through fear of God's 
punishments, man keeps His commandments, 
and thus begins to hope, while hope leads to 
love, as stated above (Q. XL, A. 7). 

Reply Obj. 2. He, from whom evil is expected 
is indeed hated at first; but afterwards, when 
once we begin to hope for good from him, we 
begin to love him. But the good, the contrary 
evil of which is feared, was loved from the be- 
ginning. . 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument is true of that 
which is the efficient cause of the evil to be 
feared. But love causes fear by way of material 
disposition, as stated above. 
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ArTICLE 2. Whether Defect Is the = =. + — 
Cause of Fear? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that defect is not a cause of fear. 

Objection 1. Because those who are in power 
are very much to be feared. But defect is con- 
trary to power. Therefore defect is not a cause 
of fear. 

Obj. 2. Further, the defect of those who are 
already being executed is extreme. But such do 
not fear as stated in the Rhetoric.! Therefore 
defect is not a cause of fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, men compete with one an- 
other from strength not from defect. But “those 
who contend fear those who contend with 
them.’”” Therefore defect is not a cause of fear. 

On the contrary, Contraries are caused by 
contrary causes. But “wealth, strength, a multi- 
tude of friends, and power drive fear away.’ 
Therefore fear is caused by lack of these. 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), fear 
may be set down to a twofold cause: one is by 
way of a material disposition, on the part of 
him that fears; the other is by way of efficient 
cause, on the part of the person feared. As to 
the first then, some defect is, of itself, the cause 
of fear, for it is owing to some lack of power 
that one is unable easily to repulse a threaten- 
ing evil. And yet, in order to cause fear, this de- 
fect must be according to a measure. For the 
defect which causes fear of a future evil is less 
than the defect caused by evil present, which is 
the object of sorrow. And still greater would be 
the defect, if perception of the evil, or love of 
the good whose contrary is feared, were entirely 
absent. 

But as to the second, power and strength are, 
of themselves, the cause of fear, because it is 
owing to the fact that the cause apprehended as 
harmful is powerful that its effect cannot be re- 
pulsed. It may happen, however, in this respect, 
that some defect causes fear accidentally, in so 
far as owing to some defect someone wishes to 
hurt another; for instance, by reason of injus- 
tice, either because that other has already done 
him a harm, or because he fears to be harmed 
by him. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument is true of the 
cause of fear, on the part of the efficient cause. 

Reply Obj. 2. Those who are already being 
executed are actually suffering from a present 
evil; therefore their defect exceeds the measure 
of fear. 
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Reply Qbj..3. Those who. contend with one 
another are afraid, not on account of the power 
which enables them to contend, but on account 
of the lack of power, owing to which ‘they are 
not confident of victory. 


QUESTION XLIV 
OF THE EFFECTS OF FEAR 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the effects of fear: under 
which head there are four points of inquiry: 
(1) Whether fear causes contraction? (2) 
Whether it makes men suitable for counsel? 
(3) Whether it makes one tremble? (4) 
Whether it hinders action? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Fear Causes 
Contraction? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
seems that fear does not cause contraction. 

Objection 1. For when contraction takes 
place, the heat and vital spirits are withdrawn 
inwardly. But accumulation of heat and vital 
spirits in the interior parts of the body dilates 
the heart with consequent endeavours of dar- 
ing, aS may be seen in those who are angered, 
while the contrary happens in those who are 
afraid. Therefore fear does not cause contrac- 
tion. 

Obj. 2. Further, when, as a result of contrac- 
tion, the vital spirits and heat are accumulated 
in the interior parts, man cries out, as may be 
seen in those who are in pain. But those who 
fear utter nothing; on the contrary they lose 
their speech. Therefore fear does not cause con- 
traction. 

Obj. 3. Further, shame is a kind of fear, as 
stated above (Q. xLI, A. 4). But “those who are 
ashamed blush,” as Tully (Quest. Tusc. iv, 8), 
and the Philosopher? observe. But blushing is 
an indication, not of contraction, but of the con- 
trary. Therefore contraction is not an effect of 
fear. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. iii, 23)* that fear is “a power according 
to ovoro\n,” that is, contraction. 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XXVIII, A. 
5), in the passions of the soul, the movement 
of the appetitive power is as the formal ele- 
ment while the bodily change is as the material 
element. Both of these are mutually propor- 
tionate, and consequently the bodily change as- 
sumes a resemblance to and the very character 
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of the appetitive movement. Now, as to the ap- 
petitive movement of the soul, fear implies a 
certain contraction, the reason of which is that 
fear arises from the imagination of some threat- 
ening evil which is difficult to repel, as stated 
above (Q. XLI, A. 2). But that a thing be diffi- 
cult to repel is due to lack of power, as stated 
above (Q. XLII, A. 2), and the weaker a power 
Is, the fewer the things to which it extends. 
Therefore from the very imagination that 
causes fear there ensues a certain contraction in 
the appetite. Thus we observe in one who is 
dying that nature withdraws inwardly on ac- 
count of the lack of power; and again we see 
the inhabitants of a city, when seized with fear, 
leave the outskirts, and, as far as possible, make 
for the inner quarters. It is in resemblance to 
this contraction, which pertains to the appetite 
of the soul, that in fear a similar contraction of 
heat and vital spirits towards the inner le 
takes place in regard to the body. 

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says,! ee 
though in those who fear the vital spirits recede 
from the outer to the inner parts of the body, 
yet the movement of vital spirits is not the 
same in those who are angry and those who are 
afraid. For in those who are angry, by reason of 
the heat and subtlety of the vital spirits, which 
result from the desire for vengeance, the inward 
movement has an upward direction, and there- 
fore the vital spirits and heat cencentrate 
around the heart, with the result that an angry 
man is quick and brave in attacking. But in 
those who.are afraid on account of the conden- 
sation caused by the cold, the vital spirits have 
a downward movement; for this cold is due to 
the imagined lack of power. Consequently the 
heat and vital spirits abandon the heart instead 
of concentrating around it, the result being that 
a man who is afraid is not quick to attack, but 
is more inclined to run away. 

Reply Obj. 2. To everyone that is in pain, 
whether man or animal, it is natural to use all 
possible means of repelling the harmful thing 
that causes pain by its presence; thus we ob- 
serve that animals, when in pain, attack with 
their jaws or with their horns. Now the great- 
est help for all purposes, in animals, is heat and 
vital spirits. Therefore when they are in pain, 
their nature stores up the heat and vital spirits 
within them, in order to make use of them in 
repelling the harmful thing. Hence the Philoso- 
pher says’ that when the vital spirits and heat 
are concentrated together within, they require 
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to find a vent in the veice, for which reason 
those who are in pain can scarcely refrain from 
crying aloud. On the other hand, in those who 
are afraid the internal heat and vital spirits 
move from the heart downwards, as stated 
above (Reply 1); and therefore fear hinders 
speech which ensues from the emission of the 
vital spirits in an upward direction through the 
mouth, the result being that fear makes its sub- 
ject speechless. For this reason, too, “fear 
makes its subject tremble,” as the Philosopher 
says.! 

Reply Obj. 3. Mortal perils are contrary not 
only to the animal appetite, but also to nature. 
Consequently in this kind of fear, there is con- 
traction not only in the appetite but also in the 
corporeal nature, for when an animal is moved 
by the imagination of death, it experiences a 
contraction of heat towards the inner parts of 
the body, just as when it is threatened by a 
natural death. Hence it is that “those who are in 
fear of death turn pale.’ But the evil that 
shame fears is contrary, not to nature but only 
to the appetite of the soul. Consequently there 
results a contraction in this appetite, but not in 
the corporeal nature; rather. indeed, the soul, 
as though contracted in itself, is set free from 
the motion of the vital spirits and heat, so that 
they spread to the outward parts of the body, 
the result being that those who are ashamed 
blush. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Fear Makes One 
Suitable for Counsel? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that fear does not make one 
suitable for counsel. 

Objection 1. For the same thing cannot be 
conducive to counsel, and a hindrance to it. But 
fear hinders counsel because every passion dis- 
turbs repose, which is requisite for the good use 
of reason. Therefore fear does not make a man 
suitable for counsel. 

Obj. 2. Further, counsel is an act of reason in 
thinking and deliberating about the future. But 
a certain fear “drives away all thought, and 
dislocates the mind,” as Cicero observes (De 
Quest, Tusc. iv, 8).3 Therefore fear does not 
conduce to counsel, but hinders it. 

Obj. 3. Further, just as we have recourse to 
counsel in order to avoid evil, so likewise do we 
in order to attain good things. But just as fear 
is of evil to be avoided, so is hope concerned 


1Pseudo-Aristotle, Problemata, xxvu, 1, 6 (947>12; 
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with good things to be obtained. Therefore fear 
is not more conductive to counsel, than hope is. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ that 
“fear makes men of counsel.” 

I answer that, A man of counsel may be 
taken in two ways. First, from his being willing 
or anxious to take counsel. And thus fear makes 
men of counsel. Because, as the Philosopher 
says,” “we take counsel on great matters, be- 
cause therein we distrust ourselves.” Now 
things which make us afraid are not evil abso- 
lutely, but have a certain magnitude, both 
because they seem difficult to repel and be- 
cause they are apprehended as near to us, as 
stated above (Q. XLII, A. 2). Therefore men 
seek for counsel especially when they are 
afraid. 

Secondly, a man of counsel means one who is 
apt for giving good counsel, and in this sense 
neither fear nor any passion makes men of 
counsel. Because when a man is affected by a 
passion, things seem to him greater or smaller 
than they really are; thus to a lover, what he 
loves seems better; to him that fears, what he 
fears seems more dreadful. Consequently owing 
to the want of right judgment, every passion, 
considered in itself, hinders the power of giving 
good counsel. 

This suffices for the Reply to the First Ob- 
jection. 

Reply Obj. 2. The stronger a passion is, the 
greater hindrance is it to the man who is swayed: 
by it. Consequently, when fear is intense, man 
does indeed wish to take counsel, but his 
thoughts are so disturbed that he can find no 
counsel. If, however, the fear be slight, so as to 
make a man wish to take ce-unsel without grave- 
ly disturbing the reason, it may even make it 
easier for him to take good counsel, by reason 
of its making him want to do so. 

Reply Obj. 3. Hope also makes man a good 
counsellor, because, as the Philosopher says,® 
‘no man takes counsel in matters he despairs 
of,” nor about impossible things, as he says in 
the Ethics.’ But fear incites to counsel more 
than hope does. For hope 1s of good things, as 
being possible of attainment, while fear is of 
evil things, as being difficult to repel, so that 
fear regards the aspect of difficulty more than 
hope does. And it is in matters of difficulty, es- 
pecially when we distrust ourselves, that we 
take counsel, as stated above. 


_ 4 Rhetoric, u, 5 (1383*6). 
’ Ethics, 111, 3 (1112"1r0). 
6 Rhetoric, It, § (1383°7). 
7am, 3 (r112%24), 


PART I OF SECOND PART Q. 44. ART. 4 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Fear Makes One Tremble? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
seems that trembling is not an effect of fear. 

Objection 1. Because trembling is occasioned 
by cold; thus we observe that a cold person 
trembles. Now fear does not seem to make one 
cold, but rather to cause a dessicating heat. A 
sign of this is that those who fear are thirsty, 
especially if their fear be very great, as in the 
case of those who are being led to death. There- 
fore fear does not cause trembling. 

Obj. 2. Further, fecal evacuation is occa- 
sioned by heat; hence most laxative medicines 
are generally warm. But these evacuations are 
often caused by fear. Therefore fear apparently 
causes heat, and consequently does not cause 
trembling. 

Obj. 3. Further, in fear, the heat is withdrawn 
from the outer to the inner parts of the body. 
If, therefore, man trembles in his outward parts 
through the heat being withdrawn in this way, 
it seems that fear should cause this trembling in 
all the external members. But such is not the 
case. Therefore trembling of the body is not 
caused by fear. 

On the contrary, Cicero says ( De Quest. 
Tusc.iv, 8)! that “fear is followed by trembling, 
pallor and chattering of the teeth.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), in fear 
there takes place a certain contraction from the 
outward to the inner parts of the body, the re- 
sult being that the outer parts become cold; 
and for this reason trembling is occasioned in 
these parts, being caused by a lack of power in 
controlling the members. This lack of power is 
due to the want of heat, which is the instru- 
ment by which the soul moves those members, 
as stated in the treatise on the Soul.’ 

Reply Obj. 1. When the heat withdraws from 
the outer to the inner parts, the inward heat in- 
creases, especially in the inferior (or nutritive) 
parts. Consequently the humid element being 
spent, thirst ensues; sometimes indeed the 
result is a loosening of the bowels, and urin- 
ary or even seminal evacuation.—Or else such 
evacuations are due to contraction of the 
abdomen and testicles, as the Philosopher 
says.? 

This suffices for the Reply to the Second Ob- 
jection, 

Reply Obj. 3. In fear, heat abandons the 
heart, with a downward movement. Hence in 
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those who are afraid the heart especially trem- 
bles, as also those members which are connected 
with the breast where the heart resides. Hence 
those who fear tremble especially in their 
speech, on account of the tracheal artery being 
near the heart. The lower lip, too, and the lower 
jaw tremble, through their connection with the 
heart, which explains the chattering of the 
teeth. For the same reason the arms and hands 
tremble. Or else because these members are 
more moveable. For this reason also the knees 
tremble in those who are afraid, according 
to Isa. 35. 3: Strengthen ye the feeble hands, 
and confirm the trembling (Vulg., week) 
knees. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Fear Hinders Action? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that fear hinders action. 

Objection 1. For action is hindered chiefly by 
a disturbance in the reason, which directs ac- 
tion. But fear disturbs reason, as stated above 
(A. 2). Therefore fear hinders action. 

Obj. 2. Further, those who fear while doing 
anything, are more apt to fail; thus a man who 
walks on a plank placed high up, is likely to fall 
through fear; but if he were to walk on the 
same plank down below, he would not fall, 
through not being afraid. Therefore fear hinders 
action. 

Obj. 3. Further, laziness or sloth is a kind of 
fear, But laziness hinders action. Therefore fear 
does too. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Phil. 2. 
12): With fear and trembling work out your 
salvation, and he would not say this if fear were 
a hindrance to a good work. Therefore fear does 
not hinder a good action. 

I answer that, Man’s exterior actions are 
caused by the soul as first mover, but by the 
bodily members as instruments. Now action 
may be hindered both by defect of the instru- 
ment and by defect of the principal mover. On 
the part of the bodily instruments, fear, consid- 
ered in itself, will always naturally hinder ex- 
terior action, on account of the outward mem- 
bers being deprived, through fear, of their heat. 
But on the part of the soul, if the fear be mod- 
erate, without much disturbance of the reason, 
it conduces to working well, in so far as it 
causes @ certain solicitude, and makes a man 
take counsel and work with greater attention. 
If, however, fear increases so much as to dis- 
turb the reason, it hinders action even on the 
part of the soul. But of such a fear the Apostle 
does not speak. 
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This suffices for the. Reply to the First Ob- 
jection, 

Reply Obj. 2. He that falls from a plank 
placed aloft suffers a disturbance of, his imagi- 
nation, through fear of the fall that is pictured 
to his imagination. 

Reply Obj. 3. Everyone in fear shuns that 
which he fears, and therefore, since laziness is a 
fear of work itself as being toilsome, it hinders 
work by withdrawing the will from it. But fear 
of other things conduces to action, in so far as 
it inclines the will to do that by which a man 
escapes from what he fears. 


QUESTION XLV 
OF DARING 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider daring, under which head 
there are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether 
daring is contrary to fear? (2) How is daring re- 
lated to hope? (3) Of the cause of daring; (4) 
Of its effect. 


ArTICLE 1. Whether Daring Is Contrary 
to Fear? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It would 
seem that daring is not contrary to fear. 

Objection 1. For Augustine says (QQ. LXXXTII, 
qu. 31)! that “daring is a vice.”” Now vice is con- 
trary to virtue. Since, therefore, fear is not a 
virtue but a passion, it seems that daring is not 
contrary to fear. 

Obj. 2. Further, to one thing there is one con- 
trary. But hope is contrary to fear. Therefore 
daring is not contrary to fear. 

Obj. 3. Further, every passion excludes its op- 
posite. But fear excludes safety; for Augustine 
says? that ‘fear takes forethought for safety.” 
Therefore safety is contrary to fear. Therefore 
daring is not contrary to fear. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“daring is contrary to fear.” 

I answer that, It is of the very notion of con- 
traries to be farthest removed from one another, 
as stated in the Metaphysics.4 Now that which 
is farthest removed from fear is daring, for fear 
turns away from the future hurt on account of 
its victory over him that fears it; but daring 
turns on threatened danger, because of its own 
victory over that same danger. Consequently it 
is evident that daring is contrary to fear. 

Reply Obj. 1. Anger, daring and all the names 
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of the passions can be taken in two ways. First, 
as denoting absolutely movements of the sensi- 
tive appetite in respect of some object, good or 
bad, and thus they are names of passions. Sec: 
ondly, as denoting besides this movement a 
straying from the order of reason, and thus they 
are names of vices. It is in this sense that Augus- 
tine speaks of daring, but we are speaking of it 
here in the first sense. | 

Reply Obj. 2. To one thing, in the same re- 
spect, there are not several contraries; but in 
different respects nothing prevents one thing 
from having several contraries. Accordingly it 
has been said above (Q. XXIII, A. 2} Q. XL, A. 4) 
that the irascible passions admit of a twofold 
contrariety: one, according to the opposition of 
good and evil, and thus fear is contrary to hope; 
the other, according to the opposition of ap- 
proach and withdrawal, and thus daring is con- 
trary to fear, and despair contrary to hope. 

Reply Obj. 3. Safety does not denote some- 
thing contrary to fear, but merely the exclusion 
of fear; for he is said to be safe who does not 
fear. Therefore safety is opposed to fear as a 
privation, while daring is opposed to it as a con- 
trary. And as contrariety implies privation, so 
daring implies safety. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether Daring Ensues from Hope? 


We proceed thus ta the Second Article: It 
seems that daring does not ensue from hope. 

Objection 1. Because daring is in respect of 
evil and fearful things, as stated in the Ethics. 
But hope regards good things, as stated above 
(Q. XL, A. 1). Therefore they have different 
objects and are not in the same order, Therefore 
daring does not ensue from hope. 

Obj. 2. Further, just as daring is contrary to 
fear, so is despair contrary to hope. But fear 
does not ensue from despair; rather indeed de- 
spair excludes fear, as the Philosopher says.® 
Therefore daring does not result from hope. 

Ob}. 3. Further, daring is intent on something 
good, namely, victory. But it pertains to hope to 
tend to that which is good and difficult. There- 
fore daring is the same as hope, and consequent- 
ly does not result from it. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says’ that 
those who are hopeful are full of daring. There- 
fore it seems that daring ensues from hope. 

I answer that, As we have often stated (Q. 
XXII, A. 2} Q. XXXV, A. I; Q. XLI, A. 1), all pas- 
sions of this kind pertain to the appetitive pow- 
er. Now every movement of the appetitive pow- 
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er is reducible to one either of -pursuit or of 
avoidance. Again, pursuit or avoidance is of 
something either by reason of itself or by reason 
of something accidental. By reason of itself, 
good is the object of pursuit, and evil the object 
of avoidance. But by reason of something acci- 
dental evil can be the object of pursuit, through 
some good attaching to it, and good can be the 
object of avoidance, through some evil attach- 
ing to it. Now that which is accidental follows 
that which is by reason of itself. Consequently 
pursuit of evil follows pursuit of good, and 
avoidance of good follows avoidance of evil. 
Now these four things pertain to four passions, 
since pursuit of good pertains to hope, avoid- 
ance of evil to fear, the pursuit of the fearful 
evil pertains to daring, and the avoidance of 
good to despair. It follows, therefore, that dar- 
ing results from hope; for it is in the hope of 
overcoming the threatening object of fear that 
one attacks it boldly. But despair results from 
fear, for the reason why a man despairs is be- 
cause he fears the difficulty attaching to the 
good he should hope for. 

Reply Obj. 1. This argument would hold, if 
good and evil were not objects ordered to one 
another. But because evil has a certain order to 
good, since it comes after good, as privation 
comes after habit, therefore daring which pur- 
sues evil, comes after hope which pursues good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although good, absolutely 
speaking, is prior to evil, yet avoidance of evil 
precedes avoidance of good, just as the pursuit of 
good precedes the pursuit of evil. Consequently 
just as hope precedes daring, so fear precedes 
despair. And just as fear does not always lead to 
despair, but only when it is intense, so hope does 
not always lead to daring, but only when it is 
strong. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the object of daring is 
an evil to which, in the estimation of the daring 
man, the good of victory is joined, yet daring 
regards the evil, and hope regards the good 
joined to it. In like manner despair regards di- 
rectly the good which it turns away from, while 
fear regards the evil joined to it. Hence, prop- 
erly speaking, daring is not a part of hope, but 
its effect, just as despair is an effect, not a part, 
of fear. For this reason, too, daring cannot be a 
principal passion. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Some Defect Is a Cause 
of Daring? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that some defect is a cause of 
daring. » 


Grr 

Objection x, For ‘the Philosopher says' that 
“lovers of wine are strong and daring.” But from 
wine ensues the defect of drunkenness. There- 
fote daring is caused by a defect. 

Odj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says’ that 
“those who have no experience of danger are 
bold.” But want of experience is a defect. There- 
fore daring is caused by a defect. 

Obj. 3. Further, those who have suffered 
wrongs are usually daring, like beasts when beat- 
en, as stated in the Ethics.’ But the suffering of 
wrongs pertains to defect. Therefore daring is 
caused by a defect. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says‘ that 
the cause of daring “is the presence in the imagi- 
nation of the hope that the means of safety are 
near, and that the things to be feared are either 
non-existent or far off.” But anything pertain- 
ing to defect implies either the removal of the 
means of safety, or the proximity of something 
to be feared. Therefore nothing pertaining to de- 
fect is a cause of daring. 

I answer that, As stated above (AA, 1, 2) dar- 
ing results from hope and is contrary to fear. 
Therefore whatever is naturally apt to cause 
hope or banish fear, is a cause of daring. Since, 
however, fear and hope, and also daring, being 
passions, consist in a movement of the appetite, 
and in a certain bodily change, a thing may be 
considered as the cause of daring in two ways, 
whether by raising hope, or by banishing of 
fear: in one way, on the part of the appetitive 
movement, in another way, on the part of the 
bodily change. 

On the part of the appetitive movement 
which follows apprehension, hope that leads to 
daring is roused by those things that make us es- 
timate victory as possible. Such things regard ei- 
ther our own power, as bodily strength, experi- 
ence of dangers, abundance of wealth, and the 
like, or they regard the power of others, such as 
having a great number of friends or any other 
means of help, especially if a man trust in the 
Divine assistance; hence “those are more dar- 
ing with whom it is well in regard to godlike 
things,” as the Philosopher says. Fear is ban- 
ished, in this way, by the removal of threaten- 
ing causes of fear; for instance, by the fact that 
a man has no enemies, because he has harmed 
nobody, because he is not aware of any im- 
minent danger; for those especially appear 
to be threatened by danger who have harmed 
others. 

1 Pseudo-Aristotle, ProWemata, xXvm, 4 (948*13). 
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On the part of the bodily change, daring is 
caused through the incitement of hope and the 
banishment of fear, by those things which raise 
the temperature about the heart. Therefore the 
Philosopher says! that “those whose heart is 
small according to quantity, are more daring, 
while animals whose heart Is large are timid, be- 
cause the natural heat is unable to give the same 
degree of temperature to a large as to a small 
heart; just as a fire does not heat a large house 
as well as it does a small house.” He says also? 
that “those whose lungs contain much blood, are 
more daring, through the heat in the heart that 
results from this.” He says also in the same pas- 
sage that “lovers of wine are more daring, on 
account of the heat of the wine”; hence it 
has been said above (Q. xL, a. 6) that drunk- 
enness conduces to hope, since the heat in 
the heart banishes fear and raises hope, by 
reason of the dilation and enlargement of the 
heart. 

Reply Obj. 1. Drunkenness causes daring, not 
through being a defect, but through dilating the 
heart; and again through making a man think 
greatly of himself. 

Reply Obj. 2. Those who have no experience 
of dangers are more daring, not on account of a 
defect, but accidentally, that is, in so far as 
through being inexperienced they do not know 
their own failings, nor the dangers that threaten. 
Hence it is that the removal of the cause of fear 
gives rise to daring. 

Reply 0b}. 3. As the Philosopher says? “those 
who have been wronged are courageous, be- 
cause they think that God comes to the assist- 
ance of those who suffer unjustly.” 

Hence it is evident that no defect causes dar- 
ing except accidentally, that is, in so far as some 
excellence attaches to it, real or imaginary, ei- 
ther in oneself or in another. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether the Daring Are More 
Eager at First than in the Midst of Danger? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
seems that the daring are more eager at first 
than in the midst of danger. 

Objection 1. Because trembling is caused by 
fear, which is contrary to daring, as stated above 
(A. 13 Q. XLIV, A. 3). But the daring sometimes 
tremble at first, as the Philosopher says.‘ There- 
fore they are not more eager at first than in the 
midst of danger. 
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Obj. 2. Further, passion is intensified by an 
increase in its object; thus since a good is lov- 
able, what is better is yet more lovable. But the 
object of daring is something difficult. There- 
fore the greater the difficulty, the greater the 
daring. But danger is more arduous and difficult 
when present. It is then therefore that daring 
is greatest. 

Obj. 3. Further, anger is provoked by the in- 
fliction of wounds. But anger causes daring; for 
the Philosopher says® that “anger makes man 
bold.” Therefore when man is in the midst of 
danger and when he is being beaten, then is he 
most daring. 

On the contrary, It is said in the Ethics® that 
“the daring are precipitate and full of eagerness 
before the danger, yet in the midst of dangers 
they give way.” 

I answer that, Daring, being a movement of 
the sensitive appetite, follows an apprehension 
of the sensitive power. But the sensitive power 
cannot make comparisons, nor can it inquire 
into individual circumstances; its judgment is 
instantaneous. Now it happens sometimes that 
it is impossible for a man to take note in an in- 
stant of all the difficulties of a certain situation; 
hence there arises the movement of daring 
to face the danger, and when he comes to ex- 
perience the danger, he feels the difficulty 
to be greater than he expected, and so gives 
way. 

On the other hand, reason discusses all the 
difficulties of a situation. Consequently men of 
fortitude who face danger according to the judg- 
ment of reason at first seem slack, because they 
face the danger not from passion but with due 
deliberation. Yet when thew are in the midst of 
danger, they experience nothing unforeseen, but 
sometimes the difficulty turns out to be less than 
they anticipated; therefore they are more per- 
severing. Moreover, it may be because they face 
the danger on account of the good of virtue 
~which is the abiding object of their will, how- 
ever great the danger may prove; but men of 
daring face the danger on account of estimation 
only, which gives rise to hope and banishing 
fear, as stated above (A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 1. Trembling does occur in men 
of daring, on account of the heat being with- 
drawn from the outer to the inner parts of the 
body, as occurs also in those who are afraid. But 
in men of daring the heat withdraws to the 
heart ; in those who are afraid, however, it with- 
draws to the inferior parts. 

Reply Obj. 2. The object of love is good ab- 
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solutely, and so if it be increased, love is in- 
creased absolutely. But the object of daring is a 
compound of good and evil, and the movement 
of daring towards evil: presupposes the move- 
ment of hope towards good. If, therefore, so 
much difficulty be added to the danger that it 
overcomes hope, the movement of daring does 
not follow, but fails. But if the movement of 
daring does ensue, the greater the danger the 
greater is the daring considered to be. 

Reply Obj. 3. Hurt does not give rise to anger 
unless there be some kind of hope, as we shall 
see later on (Q. XLVI, A. 1). Consequently if the 
danger be so great as to banish all hope of vic- 
tory, anger does not follow. It is true, however, 
that if danger does ensue, there will be greater 
daring. 


QUESTION XLVI 
Or ANGER IN ITSELF 
(In Eight Articles) 


WE must now consider anger; and (1) anger in 
itself; (2) the cause that produces anger and its 
remedy (Q. xLvt1); (3) the effect of anger (Q. 
XLVIII). 

Under the first head there are eight points of 
inquiry: (1) Whether anger is a special passion? 
(2) Whether the object of anger is good or evil? 
(3) Whether anger is in the concupiscible part? 
(4) Whether anger is accompanied by an act of 
reason? (5) Whether anger is more natural than 
concupiscence? (6) Whether anger is more 
grievous than hatred? (7) Whether anger is only 
towards those with whom we have a relation of 
justice? (8) Of the species of anger. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Anger Is a 
Special Passion? 

We proceed thus to the First Article: It seems 
that anger is not a special passion. 

Objection 1. For the irascible power takes its 
name from anger (ira). But there are several 
passions in this power, not only one. Therefore 
anger is not a special passion. 

Obj. 2. Further, to every special passion there 
is a contrary passion, as is evident by going 
through them one by one. But no passion is con- 
trary to anger, as stated above (Q. XXIII, A. 3). 
Therefore anger is not a special passion. 

Obj. 3. Further, one special passion does not 
include another. But anger includes many pas- 
sions, since it accompanies sorrow, pleasure, and 
hope, as the Philosopher states.! Therefore an- 
ger is not a special passion. 

1 Rheboric, u, 2 (1378931). 
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On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Or- 
thod. ii, 16)* calls anger a special passion, and so 
does Cicero (De Quest. Tusc. iv, 7,9).3 

I answer that, A thing is said to be general in 
two ways. First, by predication; thus “animal” 
is general in respect of all animals. Secondly, by 
causality; thus the sun is the general cause of 
all things generated here below, according to Di- 
onysius (Div. Nom. iv).4 Because just as a ge- 
nus contains potentially many differences, ac- 
cording to a likeness of matter, so an agent 
cause contains many effects according to its ac- 
tive power. Now it happens that an effect is pro- 
duced by the concurrence of different causes; 
and since every cause remains somewhat in its 
effect, we may say that, in yet a third way, an 
effect which is due to the concurrence of several 
causes has a certain generality, in so far as it 
contains many causes in a certain manner in act. 

Accordingly in the first way, anger is not a 
general passion, but is divided with the other 
passions, as stated above (Q. xxut, A. 4). In 
like manner, neither is it in the second way, 
since it is not a cause of the other passions. But 
in this way love may be called a general passion, 
as Augustine declares,® because love is the pri- 
mary root of all the passions, as stated above (Q. 
XXVII, A. 4). But, in the third way, anger may 
be called a general passion, in so far as it is 
caused by a concurrence of several passions. For 
the movement of anger does not arise except on 
account of some pain inflicted, and unless there 
be the desire and hope of revenge; for, as the 
Philosopher says,® “the angry man hopes to pun- 
ish; for he desires for revenge as being possi- 
ble.” Consequently if the person who inflicted 
the injury excel very much, anger does not en- 
sue, but only sorrow, as Avicenna states (De 
Anima, iv, 6).? 

Reply Obj. 1. The irascible power takes its 
name from ira (anger), not because every move- 
ment of that power is one of anger, but because 
all its movements terminate in anger, and be- 
cause, of all these movements, anger is the most 
manifest. 

Reply Obj. 2. From the very fact that anger 
is caused by contrary passions, that is, by hope, 
which is of good, and by sorrow, which is of evil, 
it includes in itself contrariety; and consequent- 
ly it has no contrary outside itself. Thus also in 
mixed colours there is no contrariety except that 
of the simple colours from which they are made. 
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\ Reply Obj. 3. Anger inchudes several passions, 
not indeed as a genus includes several species, 
but rather according to the inclusion of cause 
and effect. ‘ 


Articie 2. Whether the Object of Anger 
Is Good or Evil? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
seems that the object of anger is evil. 

Objection 1. For Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesi- 

us, De Nat. Hom. xxi)! says that “anger is as it 
were the sword-bearer of desire,” in so far, that 
is, aS it assails whatever obstacle stands in the 
way of desire. But every obstacle has the char- 
acter of evil. Therefore anger regards evil as its 
object. 
' Obj, 2. Further, anger and hatred agree in 
their effect, since each seeks to inflict harm on 
another. But hatred regards evil as its object, as 
stated above (Q. XxIx, a. 1). Therefore anger 
does also. 

Obj. 3. Further, anger arises from sorrow; 
hence the Philosopher says? that ‘anger acts 
with sorrow.” But evil is the object of sorrow. 
Therefore it is also the object of anger. 

On the contrary, Augustine says® that “anger 
craves for revenge.” But the desire for revenge 
is a desire for something good, since revenge 
pertains to justice. Therefore the object of anger 
is good. 

2. Moreover, anger is always accompanied by 
hope, and so it causes pleasure, as the Philoso- 
pher says.‘ But the object of hope and of pleas- 
ure is good. Therefore good is also the object of 
anger. 

I answer that, The movement of the appe- 
titive power follows an act of the apprehensive 
power. Now the apprehensive power apprehends 
a thing in two ways. First, by way of an incom- 
plex object, as when we understand what a man 
is; secondly, by way of a complex object, as 
when we understand that whiteness is in a man. 
Consequently in each of these ways the appe- 
titive power can tend to both good and evil: by 
way of a simple and incomplex object, when the 
appetite simply follows or adheres to good, or 
recoils from evil (and such movements are de- 
sire, hope, pleasure, sorrow, and so forth); by 
way of a complex object, as when the appetite 
is concerned with some good or evil being in, or 
being done to, another, either seeking this or re- 
coiling from it. This is evident in the case of love 
and hatred; for we love someone in so far as we 
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wish some good to be in him, and we hate some- 
one in so far as we wish some evil to be in him, 
It is the same with anger, for'when a man is an- 
gry, he wishes to be avenged on someone... Hence 
the movement of anger has a twofold.tendency: 
namely, to vengeance itself, which it desires and 
hopes for as being a good, and in which conse- 
quently it takes pleasure; and to the person on 
whom it seeks vengeance, as to something con- 
trary and hurtful, which bears the character of 
evil. 

We must, however, observe a twofold differ- 
ence in this respect, between anger on the one 
side, and hatred and love on the other. The first 
difference is that anger always looks to two ob- 
jects, but love and hatred sometimes look to but 
one object, as when a man is said to Jove wine or 
something of the kind, or to hate it. The second 
difference is, that both the objects of love are 
good, since the lover wishes good to someone, as 
to something agreeable to himself, while both 
the objects of hatred bear the character of evil, 
for the man who hates wishes evil to someone, 
as to something disagreeable to him. But anger 
looks to one object under the aspect of good, 
numely, vengeance, which it desires to have, and 
the other object under the aspect of evil, name- 
ly, the undesirable person, on whom it seeks to 
be avenged, Consequently it is a passion made 
up in a certain way of contrary passions. 

This suffices for the Replics to the Objections. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Anger Is in the Con- 
cupiscible Part? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that anger is in the concupiscible 
part. 

Objection 1. For Cicero says (De Quest. 
Tusc. iv, 9)° that anger is a kind of desire. But 
desire is in the concupiscible part. Therefore an- 
ger is too. 

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says in his Rule,® 
that “anger grows into hatred”; and Cicero says 
(loc. cit.) that “hatred is inveterate anger.” But 
hatred, like love, is a concupiscible passion. 
Therefore anger is in the concupiscible part. 

Obj. 3. Further, Damascene (De Fide Orthod. 
ii, 16)? and Gregory of Nyssa® say that anger is 
made up of sorrow and desire. Both of these are 
in the concupiscible part. Therefore ange is in 
the concupiscible part. 

On the contrary, The concupiscible is distinct 
from the irascible power. If, therefore, anger 
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were in the concupiscible power, the irascible 
would not take its name from it. 

“fd onswer that, As stated above (9. xxm, A. 
1), the passions of the irascible part differ from 
the passions of the concupiscible part in that the 
objects of the concupiscible passions are good 
and evil absolutely considered, while the objects 
of the irascible passions are good and evil of a 
certain elevation or arduousness. Now it has 
been stated (A. 2) that anger looks to two ob- 
jects: namely, the vengeance that it seeks, and 
the person on whom it seeks vengeance; and in 
respect of both, anger requires a certain ardu- 
ousness, for the movement of anger does not 
arise unless there be some magnitude about both 
these objects, since “‘we take no account about 
things that are nothing or very minute,” as the 
Philosopher observes.' It is therefore evident 
that anger is not in concupiscible, but in the 
irascible part. 

Reply Obj. 1. Cicero gives the name of desire 
to any kind of craving for a future good,’ with- 
out discriminating between that which is ardu- 
ous and that which is not. Accordingly he con- 
siders anger as a kind of desire, since it is a de- 
sire of vengeance. In this sense, however, desire 
is common to the irascible and concupiscible 
parts. 

Reply Obj. 2. Anger is said to grow into ha- 
tred, not as though the same passion which at 
first was anger afterwards becomes hatred by 
becoming inveterate, but by a kind of causality. 
For anger when it lasts a long time engenders 
hatred. 

Reply Obj. 3. Anger is said to be composed of 
sorrow and desire, not as though they were its 
parts, but because they are its causes; and it has 
been said above (Q. xxv, A. 2) that the concu- 
piscible passions are the causes of the irascible 
passions. 


ARTICLE 4. Whether Anger Requires an Act of 
Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article; It 
seems that anger does not require an act of 
reason. 

Objection 1. For, since anger is a passion, it is 
in the sensitive appetite. But the sensitive appe- 
tite follows an apprehension, not of reason, but 
of the sensitive part. Therefore anger does not 
require an act of reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, dumb animals are devoid of 
reason, and yet they are seen to be angry, There- 
fore anger does not require an act of reason. 
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Obj. 3: Further, drunkenness. fetters the rea- 
son; nevertheless it is conducive to anger, Theye- 
fore anger does not require an act of reason. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 

“anger listens to reason somewhat.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A, 2), anger is 
a desire for vengeance. Now vengeance implies a 
comparison between the punishment to be in- 
flicted and the hurt done; therefore the Philoso- 
pher says‘ that “anger, as if it had drawn the in- 
ference that it ought to quarrel with such a per- 
son, is therefore immediately exasperated.” Now 
to compare and to draw an inference is an act of 
reason. Therefore anger, in a fashion, requires 
an act of reason. 

Reply Obj. 1. The movement of the appetitive 
power may follow an act of reason in two ways. 
In the first way, it follows the reason in so far as 
the reason commands, and thus the will follows 
reason; hence it is called the rational appetite. 
In another way, it follows reason in so far as the 
reason denounces, and thus anger follows rea- 
son. For the Philosopher says® that “anger fol- 
lows reason, not in obedience to reason’s com=- 
mand, but as a result of reason’s denouncing the 
injury.” For the sensitive appetite is subject to 
the reason, not immediately but through the 
will. 

Reply Obj. 2. Dumb animals have a natural 
instinct imparted to them by the Divine Rea- 
son, in virtue of which they are gifted with 
movements, both internal and external, like 
rational movements, as stated above (Q. XL, 
A. 3). 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated i in the Ethics,® “anger 
listens somewhat to reason” in so far as reason 
denounces the injury inflicted, ‘‘but listens not 
perfectly,” because it does not observe the rule 
of reason as to the measure of vengeance. Anger, 
therefore, requires an act of reason, and yet 
proves a hindrance to reason. Therefore the Phi- 
losopher says’ that those who are very drunk, so 
as to be incapable of the use of reason, do not 
get angry; but those who are slightly drunk do 
get angry, through being still able, though ham- 
pered, to form a judgment of reason. 


ARTICLE 5. Whether Anger Is More N atural 
than Concupiscence? 

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article: It 
would seem that anger is not more natural than 
concupiscence. 


' 
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Objection 1. Because it is proper to man to be 
by nature a gentle animal. But “gentleness is 
contrary to anger,” as the Philosopher states. 
Therefore anger is not more natural than concu- 
piscence; indeed it seems to be altogether un- 
natural to man. 

Obj. 2. Further, reason is divided against na- 
ture, for those things that are according to rea- 
son are not said to act according to nature. 
Now “anger requires an act of reason, but con- 
cupiscence does not,” as stated in the Ethics? 
Therefore concupiscence is more natural than 
anger. 

Obj. 3. Further, anger is a desire for ven- 
geance, while concupiscence is a desire for those 
things especially which are pleasant to the 
touch, namely, for pleasures of the table and for 
sexual pleasures. But these things are more nat- 
ural to man than vengeance. Therefore concu- 
piscence is more natural than anger. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“anger is more natural than concupiscence.” 

1 answer that, By natural we mean that which 
is caused by nature, as stated in the Physics.‘ 
Consequently the question as to whether a par- 
ticular passion is more or less natural cannot be 
decided without reference to the cause of that 
passion. Now the cause of a passion, as stated 
above (0. XXXVI, A. 2), may be considered in 
two ways: first, on the part of the object; sec- 
ondly, on the part of the subject. If then we con- 
sider the cause of anger and of desire, on the 
part of the object, thus concupiscence, especial- 
ly of pleasures of the table, and of sexual pleas- 
ures, is more natural than anger, in so far as 
these pleasures are more natural to man than 
vengeance. 

If, however, we consider the cause of anger on 
the part of the subject, thus anger, in a manner, 
is more natural; and, in a manner, concupis- 
cence is more natural. Because the nature of any 
man may be considered either as to the generic, 
or as to the specific nature, or again as to the 
particular temperament of the individual. If 
then we consider the generic nature, that is, the 
nature of this man considered as an animal, in 
this way concupiscence is more natural than an- 
ger, because it is from this very generic nature 
that man is inclined to desire those things which 
tend to preserve in him the life both of the spe- 
cies and of the individual. If, however, we con- 
sider the specific nature, that is, the nature of 
this man as a rational being, then anger is more 
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natural to man than concupiscence, in so far as 
anger follows reason more than concupiscence 
does. Therefore the Philosopher says® that “‘to 
punish,” which pertains to anger, “is more natu- 
ral to man than meekness”’; for it is natural to 
everything to rise up against things contrary and 
hurtful. And if we consider the nature of the in- 
dividual in respect of his particular tempera- 
ment, in this way anger is more natural than 
concupiscence, for the reason that anger is prone 
to ensue from the natural tendency to anger, 
more than desire, or any other passion, is to en- 
sue from a natural tendency to desire, which 
tendencies result from a man’s individual tem- 
perament. Because disposition to anger is due to 
a bilious (cholerica) temperament; and of all 
the humours, the bile moves quickest, for it is 
like fire. Consequently he that is temperamen- 
tally disposed to anger is sooner incensed with 
anger, than he that is temperamentally disposed 
to desire, is inflamed with desire; and for this 
reason the Philosopher says® that a disposition 
to anger is more liable to be transmitted from 
parent to child than a disposition to desire. 

Reply Obj. 1. We may consider in man both 
the natural temperament on the part of the 
body, and the reason. On the part of the bodily 
temperament, a man, considered specifically, 
does not naturally excel others either in anger or 
in any other passion, on account of the equabil- 
ity of his temperament. But other animals, in so 
far as their temperament recedes from this 
equability and approaches to an extreme dispo- 
sition, are naturally disposed to some excess of 
passion, such as the lion in daring, the hound in 
anger, the hare in fear, and so forth. On the part 
of reason, however, it is natural to man both to 
be angry and to be gentle, in so far as reason 
somewhat causes anger, by proclaiming the in- 
jury which causes anger, and somewhat appeas- 
es anger, in so far as the angry man does not lis- 
ten wholly to the command of reason, as stated 
above (A. 4, Reply 3). 

Reply Obj. 2. Reason itself belongs to the na- 
ture of man; therefore from the very fact that 
anger requires an act of reason, it follows that 
it is, in a manner, natural to man. 

Reply Obj. 3. This argument regards anger 
and concupiscence on the part of the object. 


ARTICLE 6. Whether Anger Is More 
Grievous than Hatred? 

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article: It 
seems that anger is more grievous than hatred. 
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Objection 1. For it is written (Prov. 27. 4) 
that anger hath no mercy, nor fury when it 
breaketh forth. But hatred sometimes has mer- 
cy. Therefore anger is more grievous than ha- 
tred. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is worse to suffer evil and 
to grieve for it, than merely to suffer it. But 
when a man hates, he is contented if the object 
of his hatred suffer evil; but the angry man is 
not satisfied unless the object of his anger know 
it and sorrow from it, as the Philosopher 
says.! Therefore, anger is more grievous than 
hatred. 

Obj. 3. Further, a thing seems to be so much 
the more firm according as more things concur 
to set it up; thus a habit is all the more settled 
through being caused by several acts. But anger 
is caused by the concurrence of several passions, 
as stated above (A. 1), but hatred is not. There- 
fore anger is more settled and more grievous 
than hatred. 

On the contrary, Augustine, in his Rule,? com- 
pares hatred to “a beam,” but anger to ‘‘a mote.” 

I answer that, The species and character of a 
passion are taken from its object. Now the ob- 
ject of anger and the object of hatred have the 
same subject; for, just as the hater wishes evil to 
him whom he hates, so does the angry man wish 
evil to him with whom he is angry. But there is a 
difference of aspect; for the hater desires evil to 
his enemy, as evil, but the angry man wishes evil 
to him with whom he is angry, not as evil but in 
so far as it has an aspect of good, that is, in so 
far as he estimates it as just, since it is a means 
of vengeance. Therefore also it has been said 
above (A. 2) that hatred implies application of 
evil to evil, while anger denotes application of 
good to evil. Now it is evident that to seek evil 
under the aspect of justice is a lesser evil than 
to seek evil to someone absolutely. Because to 
wish evil to someone under the aspect of justice 
may be according to the virtue of justice, if it be 
in conformity with the command of reason; and 
anger fails only in this, that it does not obey the 
precept of reason in taking vengeance. Consc- 
quently it is evident that hatred is far worse and 
graver than anger. 

Reply Obj. 1. In anger and hatred two points 
may be considered: namely, the thing desired, 
and the intensity of the desire. As to the thing 
desired, anger has more mercy than hatred has. 
For since hatred desires another’s evil for evil’s 
sake, it is satisfied with no particular measure of 
evil, because those things that are desired for 
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their own sake, are desired without measure, as 
the Philosopher states,’ instancing a miser with 
regard to riches, Hence it is written (Ecclus. 12. 
16): An enemy ... if he find an opportunity, 
will not be satisfied with blood. Anger, on the 
other hand, seeks evil only under the aspect of 
a just means of vengeance. Consequently when 
the evil inflicted goes beyond the measure of 
justice according to the estimate of the angry 
man, then he has mercy. Therefore the Philoso- 
pher says‘ that “the angry man is appeased if 
many evils befall, whereas the hater is never ap- 
peased.” 

As to the intensity of the desire, anger ex- 
cludes mercy more than hatred does, because 
the movement of anger is more impetuous, 
through the heating of the bile. Hence the pas- 
sage quoted continues: Who can bear the vio- 
lence of one provoked? 

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above, an angry man 
wishes evil to someone in so far as this evil is a 
means of just vengeance. Now vengeance is 
wrought by the infliction of a punishment, and 
the notion of punishment consists in being con- 
trary to the will, painful, and inflicted for some 
fault. Consequently an angry man desires this 
that the person whom he is hurting may feel it 
and be in pain and know that this has been 
brought upon him on account of the harm he has 
done the other. The hater, on the other hand, 
cares not for all this, since he desires another’s 
evil as such. It is not true, however, that an evil 
is worse through giving pain, because “injustice 
and imprudence, although evil,” yet, being vol- 
untary, “do not grieve those in whom they are,” 
as the Philosopher observes.® 

Reply Obj. 3. That which proceeds from sev- 
eral causes, is more settled when these causes 
are of onc kind; but it may be that one cause 
prevails over many others. Now hatred ensues 
from a more lasting cause than anger does. For 
anger arises from a disturbance of the soul 
due to the wrong inflicted, but hatred ensues 
from a disposition in a man by reason of which 
he considers that which he hates to be con- 
trary and hurtful to him. Consequently, as 
passion is more transitory than disposition 
or habit, so anger is less lasting than hatred, 
although hatred itself is a passion ensuing 
from this disposition. Hence the Philosopher 
says® that “hatred is more incurable than 
anger,” 
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Articiy 7. Whetker Anger Is Only Towards 
Those to Whom One Has a Relation of Justice? 


| We proceed thus to the Seventh Article: It 
seems that anger is not only towards those to 
whom one has a relation of justice. 

Objection 1. For there is no justice between 
man and irrational beings. And yet sometimes 
one is angry with irrational beings; thus, out of 
anger, a writer throws away his pen, or a rider 
strikes his horse. Therefore anger is not only 
towards those to whom one has a relation of 


justice. 
Obj. 2. Further, “there is no justice towards 
oneself . . . nor is there justice towards one’s 


own.’? But sometimes a man is angry with him- 
self, for instance, a penitent, on account of his 
sin; hence it is written (Ps. 4. 5): Be ye angry 
and sin not. Therefore anger is not only to- 
wards those with whom one has a relation of 
justice. 

Obj. 3. Further, justice and injustice can be of 
one man towards an entire class, or a whole 
community; for instance, when the state in- 
jures an individual. But anger is not towards a 
class but only towards an individual, as the Phi- 
losopher states. Therefore, properly speaking, 
anger is not towards those with whom one is in 
relation of justice or injustice. 

The contrary, however, may be gathered from 
the Philosopher.® 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 6), anger 
desires evil as being a means of just vengeance. 
Consequently, anger is towards those to whom 
we are just or unjust; for vengeance is an act of 
justice, and to inflict injury is an act of injus- 
tice. Therefore both on the part of the cause, 
namely, the harm done by another, and on the 
part of the vengeance sought by the angry man, 
it is evident that anger concerns those to whom 
one is just or unjust. 

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (A. 4, Reply 2), 
anger, though it follows an act of reason, can 
nevertheless be in dumb animals that are devoid 
of reason, in so far as through their natural in- 
stinct they are moved by their imagination to 
something like rational action. Since then in man 
there is both reason and imagination, the move- 
ment of anger can be aroused in man in two 
ways. First, when only his imagination pro- 
claims the injury, and in this way, man Is 
aroused to a movement of anger even against ir- 
rational and inanimate beings, which movement 
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is like that Which occurs in animals against any- 
thing that injures them. Secondly, by the reason 
proclaiming the injury; and thus, according to 
the Philosopher,‘ “it is impossible to be angry 
with insensible things, or with the dead,” both 
because they feel no pain, which is, above all, 
what the angry man seeks in those with whom he 
is angry, and because there is no question of 
vengeance on them, since they can do us no 
harm. 

Reply Obj. 2. As the Philosopher says,* met- 
aphorically speaking there is a certain justice 
and injustice between a man and himself, in so 
far as the reason rules the irascible and concu- 
piscible parts of the soul. And in this sense a 
man is said to be avenged on himself, and con- 
sequently, to be angry with himself. But prop- 
erly, and per se, a man is never angry with him- 
self. 

Reply Obj. 3. The Philosopher assigns as one 
difference between hatred and anger, that “ha- 
tred may be felt towards a class, as we hate the 
entire class of thieves, while anger is directed 
only towards an individual.’”® The reason is that 
hatred arises from our considering a quality as 
disagreeing with our disposition, and this may 
refer to a thing in general or in particular. An- 
ger, on the other hand, ensues from someone 
having injured us by his action. Now all actions 
are the deeds of individuals, and consequently 
anger is always pointed at an individual. When 
the whole community hurts us, the whole com- 
munity is counted as one individual. 


ARTICLE 8, Whether the Spectes of Anger 
Are Suitably Assigned? 

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article: It 
seems that Damascene (De Fide Orthod. ii, 16)? 
unsuitably assigns three species of anger,— 
wrath, ill-will and rancour. 

Oljection 1. For no genus derives its specific 
differences from accidents. But these three are 
diversified in respect of an accident; for the be- 
ginning of the movement of anger is called 
wrath ( xéAos }, if anger continue it is called 
ill-will ( wives ), while rancour (xéros ) is anger 
waiting for an opportunity of vengeance. There- 
fore these are not different species of anger. 

Obj. 2. Further, Cicero says (Quest. Tusc. iv, 
g)® that “excandescentia (irascibility) is what 
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the Greeks call @uydors, and is a kind of anger 
that arises and subsides intermittently”; while 
according to Damascene -(ibid.) Bupbors § is the 
same as «Oros (rancour). Therefore xéros does 
not bide its time for taking vengeance, but in 
course of time spends itself. 

Obj, 3. Further, Gregory (Moral. xxi, 5)! 
gives three degrees of anger, namely, “anger 
without utterance, anger with utterance, anger 
with perfection of speech,” corresponding to 
the three degrees mentioned by Qur Lord 
(Matt. 5. 22): Whosoever is angry with his 
brother (thus implying anger without utter- 
ance), and then, whoever shall say to his 
brother, “Race” (implying anger with utterance 
yet without full expression), and lastly, wio- 
ever shall say “Thou fool” (where we have per- 
fection of speech). Therefore Damascene’s divi- 
sion is imperfect, since it takes no account of 
utterance. 

On the contrary stands the authority of 
Damascene (loc. cit.) and Gregory of Nyssa 
(Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxi).? 

I answer that, The species of anger given by 
Damascene and Gregory of Nyssa are taken 
from those things which give increase to anger. 
This happens in three ways. I‘irst, from the fa- 
cility of the movement itself, and he calls this 
kind of anger “bile” (fel, xéAos) because it is 
quickly aroused. Secondly, on the part of the 
grief that causes anger, and which dwells some 
time in the memory; this pertains to “ill-will” 
(mania, pyves ), which is derived from the 
verb to dwell (maneo, péveiv ). Thirdly, on the 
part of that which the angry man seeks, namely, 
vengeance; and this pertains to “rancour” (fu- 
ror, Kéros), which never rests until it is avenged. 
Hence the Philosopher calls some angry persons 
“choleric” (ecutus, a&xpéoxodor), because they 
are easily angered; some he calls “bitter” (ama- 
rus, wikpol), because they retain their anger for 
a long time; and some he calls “ill-tempered” 
(dificilis, xaXerol), because they never rest 
until they have retaliated.® 

Reply Obj. 1. All those things which give 
anger some kind of perfection are not alto- 
gether accidental to anger; and consequently 
nothing prevents them from causing a specific 
difference of anger. 

Reply Obj. 2. Irascibility, which Cicero men- 
tions seems to pertain to the first species of 
anger, which consists in a certain quickness of 
temper, rather than to rancour (furor). And 
there is no reason why the Greek @vydous, which 
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is denoted by. the Latin furor, should not signify 
both quickness to anger, and firmness of. ‘pur: 
pose in being avenged... 

Reply Obj. 3. These sented are distinguished 
according to various effects of anger, and not 
according to degrees of perfection in the. very 
movement of anger. 


"QUESTION XLVIT 
OF THE CAUSE THAT PROVOKES ANGER, 
AND THE REMEDIES OF ANGER 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the cause that provokes 
anger, and its remedies. Under this head there 
are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether the 
motive of anger is always something done 
against the one who is angry? (2) Whether 
slight or contempt is the sole motive of anger? 
(3) Of the cause of anger on the part of the 
angry person. (4) Of the cause of anger on the 
part of the person with whom one is angry. 


ARTICLE 1. Whether the Motive of Anger Is 
Always Something Done Against the 
One Who Is Angry? 


We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that the motive of anger is not al- 
ways something done against the one who is 
angry. 

Objection 1. Because man, by sinning, can do 
nothing against God, for it is written (Job 35. 
6): Lf thy iniquities be multiplied, what shalt 
thou do against Him? And yet God is spoken of 
as being angry with man on account of sin, ac- 
cording to Ps. 105. 40: The Lord was exceed- 
ingly angry with His people. Therefore it is not 
always on account of something done against 
him that a man is angry. 

Obj. 2. Further, anger is a desire for venge- 
ance. But one may desire vengeance for things 
done against others. Therefore we are not al- 
ways angry on account of something done 
against us. 

Obj. 3. Further, as the Philosopher says,‘ 
man is angry especially with those “who despise 
what he takes a great interest in; thus men who 
study philosophy are angry with those who de- 
spise philosophy,” and so forth. But contempt 
of philosophy does not harm the philosopher. 
Therefore it is not always a harm done to us 
that makes us angry. 

Obj. 4. Further, he that holds his tongue 
when another insults him, provokes him to 
greater anger, as Chrysostom observes (Hom. 
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xxii in Ep. ad Rom.).’ But by holding his tongue 
he does nothing against the other. Therefore a 
man is not always provoked to anger by some- 
thing done against him. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“anger is always due to something done to one- 
self; but hatred may arise without anything be- 
ing done to us, for we hate a man simply be- 
cause we think him such.” 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XLVI, A. 
6), anger is the desire to hurt another for the 
purpose of just vengeance. Now unless some in- 
jury has been done, there is no question of 
vengeance. Nor does any injury provoke one to 
vengeance, but only that which is done to the 
person who seeks vengeance. For just as every- 
thing naturally seeks its own good, so does it 
naturally repel its own evil. But injury done by 
anyone does not affect a man unless in some 
way it be something done against him. Conse- 
quently the motive of a man’s anger is always 
something done against him. 

Reply Obj. 1. We speak of anger in God, not 
as of a passion of the soul but as of a judgment 
of justice, according as He wills to take venge- 
ance on sin. Because the sinner, by sinning, can- 
not do God any actual harm. But so far as he 
himself is concerned, he acts against God in two 
ways. First, in so far as he despises God in His 
commandments. Secondly, in so far as he harms 
himself or another, which injury pertains to 
God, since the person injured is an object of 
God’s providence and protection. 

Reply Obj. 2. If we are angry with those who 
harm others and seek to be avenged on them, it 
is because those who are injured belong in some 
way to us, either by some kinship or by friend- 
ship, or at least because of the nature we have 
in common. 

Reply Obj. 3. When we take a very great in- 
terest in a thing, we look upon it as our own 
good, so that if anyone despise it, it seems as 
though we ourselves were despised and injured. 

Reply Obj. 4. Silence provokes the insulter to 
anger when he thinks it is due to contempt, as 
though his anger were slighted; and a slight is 
an action. 


ARTICLE 2. Whether the Sole Motive of 
Anger Is Slight or Contempt? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that slight or contempt is not the 
sole motive of anger. 

Objection 1. For Damascene says (De Fide 
Orthod. ii, 16)* that ‘we are angry when we suf- 
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fer, or think that we are suffering, an injury.” 
But one may suffer an injury without being de- 
spised or slighted. Therefore a slight is not the 
only motive of anger. 

Obj. 2. Further, desire for honour and grief 
for a slight belong to the same subject. But 
dumb animals do not desire honour. Therefore 
they are not grieved by being slighted. And yet 
they are roused to anger when wounded, as the 
Philosopher says.‘ Therefore a slight is not the 
sole motive of anger. 

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher gives many 
other causes of anger,® for instance, being for- 
gotten by others; that others should rejoice in 
our misfortunes; that they should make known 
our evils; being hindered from doing as we like. 
Therefore being slighted is not the only motive 
for being angry. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
“anger is a desire, with sorrow, for vengeance, 
on account of a seeming slight done unbecom- 
ingly.” 

T answer that, All the causes of anger are re- 
duced to slight. For “slight is of three kinds,” 
as stated in the Rhetoric,’ namely, “contempt, 
despiteful treatment,’ that is, hindering one 
from doing one’s will, and “insolence,” and all 
motives of anger are reduced to these three. 
Two reasons may be assigned for this. First, be- 
cause anger seeks another’s hurt as being a 
means of just vengeance; and therefore it seeks 
vengeance in so far as it seems just. Now just 
vengeance is taken only for that which is done 
unjustly; hence that which provokes anger is 
always something considered in the light of an 
injustice. Hence the Philosopher says® that 
“men are not angry if they think that they have 
wronged some one and are suffering justly on 
that account; for there is no anger at what is 
just.” Now injury is done to another in three 
ways: namely, through ignorance, through pas- 
sion, and through choice. Then. most of all, a 


man does an injustice when he does it from 


choice, on purpose, or from deliberate malice, 
as stated in the Ethics.® Therefore we are most 
of all angry with those who, in our opinion, 
have hurt us on purpose. For if we think that 
some one has done us an injury through igno- 
rance or through passion, either we are not 
angry with him at all, or very much less, for to 
do anything through ignorance or through pas- 
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sion takes away from the notion of injury, and 
to a certain extent calls for mercy and forgive- 
ness. Those, on the other hand, who do an in- 
jury on purpose seem to sin from contempt; 
therefore we are angry with them most of all. 
Hence the Philosopher says! that “‘we are either 
not angry at all, or not very angry with those 
who have acted through anger, because they do 
not seem to have acted slightingly.” 

The second reason is because a slight is op- 
posed to a man’s excellence, for; “men think 
little of things that are not worth much.” ? Now 
we seek for some kind of excellence from all our 
goods. Consequently whatever injury is inflicted 
on us, in so far as it takes away from our ex- 
cellence, seems to pertain to slight. 

Reply Obj. 1. Any other cause, besides con- 
tempt, through which a man suffers an injury, 
takes away from the notion of injury; contempt 
or slight alone adds to the motive of anger, and 
consequently is of itself the cause of anger. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although a dumb animal does 
not seek honour as such, yet it naturally seeks 
a certain superiority, and is angry with any- 
thing that takes away from it. 

Reply Obj. 3. Each of those causes amounts 
to some kind of slight. Thus forgetfulness is a 
clear sign of slight esteem, for the more we 
think of a thing the more is it fixed in our mem- 
ory. Again if a man does not hesitate by his re- 
marks to give pain to another, this seems to 
show that he thinks little of him; and those too 
who show signs of hilarity when another is in 
misfortune, seem to care little about his guod or 
evil. Again he that hinders another from carry- 
ing out his will, without deriving thereby any 
profit to himself, seems not to care much for his 
friendship. Consequently all those things, in so 
far as they are signs of contempt, provoke 
anger. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether a Man’s Excellence Is 
the Cause of His Being Angry? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that a man’s excellence is not the 
cause of his being more easily angry. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says® that 
“some are angry especially when they are 
grieved. for instance, the sick, the poor, and 
those who are disappointed.” But these things 
seem to pertain to defect. Therefore defect 
rather than excellence makes one prone to 
anger. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says‘ that 
2 Tbid., 11, 2 (1378>r2). 
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“some are very much inclined to be angry when 
they are despised for some failing or weakness 
of the existence of which there are grounds for 
suspicion; but if they think they excel in those 
points, they do not trouble.” But a suspicion of 
this kind is due to some defect. Therefore de- 
fect rather than excellence is a cause of a man 
being angry. 

Obj. 3. Further, whatever pertains to excel- 
lence makes a man agreeable and hopeful. But 
the Philosopher says‘ that “men are not angry 
when they play, make jokes, or take part in a 
feast, nor when they are prosperous or success- 
ful, nor in moderate pleasures and well-founded 
hope.” Therefore excellence is not a cause of 
anger. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says® that 
excellence makes men prone to anger. 

I answer that, The cause of anger in the man 
who is angry may be taken in two wavs. First 
in respect of the motive of anger, and thus ex- 
cellence is the cause of a man being easily an- 
gered, Because the motive of anger is an unjust 
slight, as stated above (a. 2). Now it is evident 
that the more excellent a man is, the more un- 
just is a slight offered him in the matter in 
which he excels. Consequently those who excel 
in any matter are most of all angry if they be 
slighted in that matter; for instance, a wealthy 
man in his riches, or an orator in his eloquence, 
and so forth. 

Secondly, the cause of anger in the man who 
is angry may be considered on the part of the 
disposition produced in him by the motive men- 
tioned above. Now it is evident that nothing 
moves a man to anger except a hurt that grieves 
him. But whatever pertains to defect is above 
all a cause of grief, since men who suffer from 
some defect are more easily hurt. And this is 
why men who are weak, or subject to some 
other defect, are more easily angered, since they 
are more easily grieved. 

This suffices for the Reply to the First Ob- 
jection. 

Reply Obj. 2. If a man be despised in a mat- 
ter in which he evidently excels greatly, he does 
not consider himself the loser thereby, and 
therefore is not grieved, and in this respect he 
is less angered. But in another respect, in so far 
as he suffers a greater indignity through being 
despised, he has more reason for being angry; 
unless perhaps he thinks that he is envied or in- 
sulted not through contempt but through igno- 
rance, or some other like cause. 
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Reply.Obj. 3. All these things hinder anger in 
so far as they hinder sorrow. But in another re- 
spect they. naturally provoke anger, because 
they make it more unbecoming to insult anyone: 


ARTICLE 4. Whether a Person’s Defect Is 
a Reason for Being More Easily 
Angry with Him? : 

We proceed thus to‘the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that a person’s defect is not a rea- 
son for being more easily angry with him. 

Objection 1. For the Philosopher says! that 
“we are not angry with those who confess and 
repent and humble themselves; on the contrary, 
we are gentle with them. Hence dogs do not bite 
those who sit down.” But these things pertain 
to littleness and defect. Therefore littleness of 
a person is a reason for being less angry with 
him. 

Obj. 2. Further, there is no greater defect 
than death. But anger ceases at the sight of 
death. Therefore defect of a person does not 
provoke anger against him. 

Obj. 3. Further, no one thinks little of a man 
through his being friendly towards him. But we 
are more angry with friends if they offend us or 
refuse to help us; hence it is written (Ps. 54. 
13): If my enemy had reviled me I would 
verily have borne with it. Therefore a person’s 
defect is not a reason for being more easily 
angry with him. 

On the contrary, The Philosopher says? that 
“the rich man is angry with the poor man, if the 
latter despise him; and in like manner the 
prince is angry with his subject.” 

I answer that, As stated above (AA. 2, 3), un- 
merited contempt more than anything else is a 
provocative of anger. Consequently deficiency 
or littleness in the person with whom we are 
angry tends to increase our anger, in so far as it 
adds to the unmeritedness of being despised. 
For just as the higher a man’s position is, the 
more undeservedly he is despised, so the lower 
it is the less reason he has for despising. Thus 2 
nobleman is angry if he be insulted by a peas- 
ant; a wise man, if by a fool; a master, if by a 
servant. 

If, however, the littleness or deficiency les- 
sens the unmerited contempt, then it does not 
increase but lessens: anger. In this way those 
who repent of their ill-deeds and confess that 
they have done wrong, who are humbled and ask 
pardon, mitigate anger, according to Prov. 15. 
1: A mild answer breaketh wrath, because, that 
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is, they seem not to despise, but rather to think 
much of those before whom they humble ther- 
selves. 

This suffices for the Reply to ‘the First Ob- 
jection, 

Reply Obj. 2. There are two reasons why 
anger ceases at the sight of death. One is be- 
cause the dead are incapable of sorrow and sen- 
sation, and this is chiefly what the angry seek in 
those with whom they are angered. Another rea- 
son is because the dead seem to have attained to 
the limit of evils. Hence anger ceases in regard 
to all who are grievously hurt, in so far as this 
hurt surpasses the measure of just retaliation. 

Reply Obj. 3. To be despised by one’s friends 
seems also a greater indignity. Consequently if 
they despise us by hurting or by failing to help, 
we are angry with them for the same reason for 
which we are angry with those who are beneath 
us. 


QUESTION XLVIII 
OF THE EFFECTS OF ANGER 
(In Four Articles) 


WE must now consider the effects of anger, 
under which head there are four points of in- 
quiry: (1) Whether anger causes pleasure? (2) 
Whether above all it causes fervour in the heart ? 
(3) Whether above all it hinders the use of rea- 
son? (4) Whether it causes taciturnity? 


ARTICLE 1. Whether Anger Causes Pleasure? 


"We proceed thus to the First Article: It 
would seem that anger does not cause pleas- 
ure. 

Objection 1. Because sorrow excludes pleas- 
ure. But anger is never without sorrow, since, 
as Stated in the Ethics,’ “everyone that acts 
from anger, acts with pain.” Therefore anger 
does not cause pleasure. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says‘ that 


“vengeance makes anger to cease, because it 
‘substitutes pleasure for pain”; 


from this we 
may gather that the angry man derives pleasure 
from vengeance, and that vengeance quells his 
anger. Therefore on the advent of pleasure, 
anger departs. Consequently anger is not an hs 
fect united with pleasure. 

Obj. 3. Further, no effect hinders its cause, 
since it 18 conformed to its cause. But pleasure 
hinders anger, as stated in the Rhetoric.> There- 
fore pleasure is not an effect of anger. 
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On the contrary, The Philosopher - quotes! the 
saying that anger is 

“Sweet to the soul as honey to the taste.’ 

I answer that, As the Philosopher says,’ pleas- 
ures, chiefly sensible and bodily pleasures, are 
remedies against sorrow, and therefore the 
greater the sorrow or anxiety, the more sensible 
are we to the pleasure which heals it, as is evi- 
dent in the case of thirst which increases the 
pleasure of drink. Now it is clear from what has 
been said (Q. XLVI, AA. I, 3), that the move- 
ment of anger arises from a wrong done that 
causes sorrow, for which sorrow vengeance is 
sought as a remedy. Consequently as soon as 
vengeance is present, pleasure follows, and so 
much the greater according as the sorrow was 
greater. Therefore if vengeance be really pres- 
ent, perfect pleasure ensues, entirely excluding 
sorrow, so that the movement of anger ceases. 
But before vengeance is really present, it be- 
comes present to the angry man in two ways: 
in one way, by hope, because none is angry un- 
less he hopes for vengeance, as stated above (a. 
XLVI, A. 1); in another way, by thinking of it 
continually, for to everyone that desires a thing 
it is pleasant to dwell on the thought of what 
he desires, and thus the imaginings of dreams 
are pleasant. Accordingly an angry man takes 
pleasure in thinking about vengeance. This 
pleasure, however, is not perfect, so as to banish 
sorrow and consequently anger. 

Reply Obj. 1. The angry man does not grieve 
and rejoice at the same thing; he grieves for 
the wrong done, while he takes pleasure in the 
thought and hope of vengeance. Consequently 
sorrow is to anger as its beginning, while pleas- 
ure is the effect or term of anger. 

Reply Obj. 2. This argument holds in regard 
to pleasure caused by the real presence of venge- 
ance, which banishes anger altogether. 

Reply Obj. 3. Pleasure that precedes hinders 
sorrow from ensuing, and consequently is a 
hindrance to anger. But pleasure felt in taking 
vengeance follows from vengeance. 

ARTICLE 2, Whether Anger Above All Causes 
Fervour in the Heart? 


We proceed thus to the Second Article: It 
would seem that fervour is not above all the 
effect of anger. 

Objection 1. For fervour, as stated above (Q. 
XXVIIL, A. 5; Q. XXXVII, A. 2), belongs to love. 
But love, as above stated (Q. XxvII, A. 4), is the 
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beginning and cause of all the passions. Since 
then the cause is more powerful than its effect, it 
seems that anger is not the chief cause of fervour. 

Obj, 2. Further, those things which of them- 
selves arouse fervour increase as time goes on; 
thus love grows stronger the longer it lasts. But 
in course of time anger grows weaker; for the 
Philosopher says‘ that “time puts an end to 
anger.” Therefore fervour is not the proper ef- 
fect of anger. 

Obj. 3. Further, fervour added to fervour 
produces greater fervour. But the addition of a 
greater anger banishes already existing anger, as 
the Philosopher says.* Therefore anger does not 
cause fervour. 

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide 
Orth. ii, 16)® that “anger is fervour of the blood 
around the heart, resulting from an exhalation 
of the bile.” 

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XLIV, A. 
1), the bodily change that occurs in the passions 
of the soul is proportionate to the movement of 
the appetite. Now it is evident that every appe- 
tite, even the natural appetite, tends with 
greater force to repel that which is contrary to 
it, 1f it be present; hence we see that hot water 
freezes harder, as though the cold acted with 
greater force on the hot object. Since then the 
appetitive movement of anger is caused by 
some injury inflicted, as by a contrary that is 
present, it follows that the appetite tends with 
great force to repel the injury by the desire of 
vengeance; and hence ensues great vehemence 
and impetuosity in the movement of anger. And 
because the movement of anger is not one of re- 
coil, which corresponds to the action of cold, 
but one of prosecution, which corresponds to 
the action of heat, the result is that the move- 
ment of anger produces fervour of the blood 
and vital spirits around the heart, which is the 
instrument of the soul’s passions. And hence it 
is that, on account of the heart being so dis- 
turbed by anger especially those who are angry 
betray signs of it in their outer members. For, 
as Gregory says (Moral. v, 45)" “the heart 
that is inflamed with the stings of its own anger 
beats quick, the body trembles, the tongue 
stammers, the countenance takes fire, the eyes 
grow fierce, they that are well known are not 
recognized. With the mouth indeed he shapes a 
sound, but the understanding knows not what it 
says.” 
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Reply Ob). 1. “Love itself is not felt so keen- 
ly as in the absence of the beloved,” as Augus- 
tine observes (De Trin. x, 12).1 Consequently 
when a man suffers from a hurt done to the ex- 
cellence that he loves, he feels his love for it the 
more, the result being that his heart is moved 
with greater fervour to remove the hindrance to 
the object of his love, so that anger increases 
the fervour of love and makes it to be felt more. 

Nevertheless, the fervour arising from heat 
differs according as it is to be referred to love 
or to anger. Because the fervour of love has a 
certain sweetness and gentleness. for it tends to 
the good that one loves, and hence it is likened 
to the warmth of the air and of the blood. For 
this reason sanguine temperaments are more in- 
clined to love; and hence the saying that love 
springs from the liver. because of the blood be- 
ing formed there. On the other hand, the fer- 
vour of anger has a certain bitterness with a 
tendency to destroy, for it seeks to be avenged 
on the contrary evil; hence it is likened to the 
heat of fire and of the bile. and for this reason 
Damascene says (loc. cit.) that it “results from 
an exhalation of the bile whence it takes its 
name (X0\7).” 

Reply Obj, 2. Time, of necessity, weakens all 
those things the causes of which are impaired 
by time. Now it is evident that memory is 
weakened by time, for things which happened 
long ago easily slip from our memory. But anger 
ig caused by the memory of a wrong done. Con- 
sequently the cause of anger is impaired little 
by little as time goes on. until at length it van- 
ishes altogether. Moreover a wrong seems 
greater when it is first felt, and our estimate of 
it is gradually lessened the farther the sense of 
present wrong recedes into the past. The same 
applies to love, so long as the cause of love is in 
the memory alone; hence the Philosopher says? 
that “if a friend’s absence lasts long, it seems to 
make men forget their friendship.” But in the 
presence of a friend, the cause of friendship is 
continually being multiplied by time, therefore 
the friendship increases; and the same would 
apply to anger, were its cause continually multi- 
plied. 

Nevertheless the very fact that anger soon 
spends itself proves the strength of its fervour, 
for as a great fire is soon spent having burnt up 
all the fuel, so too anger, by reason of its 
vehemence, soon dies away. 

Reply Obj. 3. Every power that is divided in 
several parts is weakened. Consequently if a 
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man who is already angry with one becomes 
angry with another, by this very fact his anger 
with the former is weakened. Especially is this 
so if his anger in the second case is greater, be- 
cause the wrong done which aroused his former 
anger will, in comparison with the second 
wrong, which is considered greater, seem to be 
of little or no account. 


ARTICLE 3. Whether Anger Above All Hinders 
the Use of Reason? 


We proceed thus to the Third Article: It 
would seem that anger does not hinder the use 
of reason. 

Objection 1. Because that which presupposes 
an act of reason, does not seem to hinder the 
use of reason. But anger listens to reason, as 
stated in the Ethics.’ Therefore anger does not 
hinder reason. 

Obj. 2. Further, the more the reason is hin- 
dered, the less does man show his thoughts. But 
the Philosopher says‘ that “an angry man is not 
cunning but is open.”’ Therefore anger does not 
seem to hinder the use of reason, as concupis- 
cence does; for concupiscence is cunning, as he 
also states. 

Obj. 3. Further, the judgment of reason be- 
comes more evident by juxtaposition of the con- 
trary, because contraries stand out more clearly 
when placed beside one another. But this also 
increases anger, for the Philosopher says® that 
“men are more angry if they receive contrary 
treatment: for instance, honourable men, if 
they be dishonoured,” and so forth. Therefore 
the same cause increases anger and aids the 
judgment of reason. Therefore anger does not 
hinder the judgment of reason. 

On the contrary, Gregery says (Moral. v, 
25)’ that “anger withdraws the light of under- 
standing, while by agitating it troubles the 
mind.” 

I answer that, Although the mind or reason 
makes no use of a bodily organ in its proper act, 
Yet, since it needs certain sensitive powers for 
the execution of its act, the acts of which pow- 
ers are hindered when the body is disturbed, it 
follows of necessity that any disturbance in the 
body hinders even the judgment of reason, as is 
clear in the case of drunkenness or sleep. Now 
it has been stated (A. 2) that anger, above all, 
causes a bodily disturbance in the region of the 
heart, so much so as to affect even the outward 
members. Consequently, of all the passions, 

3 Aristotle, vii, 6 (114925). 


4 Ethics, vu, 6 (114914). 
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anger is the most manifest obstacle to the judg- 
ment of reason, accosding to Ps. 30. 10: My eye 
is troubled with wrath. 

Reply Obj. 1. The beginning of anger is in the 
reason as regards the appetitive movement, 
which is the formal element of anger. But the 
passion of anger forestalls the perfect judgment 
of reason, as though it listened but imperfectly 
to reason, on account of the agitation of the 
heart urging to instant action, which agitation is 
the material element of anger. In this respect it 
hinders the judgment of reason. 

Reply Obj. 2. An angry man is said to show 
his thoughts not because it is clear to him what 
he ought to do, but because he acts openly, 
without thought of hiding anything. This is due 
partly to the reason being hindered so that it is 
not able to discern what should be hidden and 
what done openly, nor to devise the means of 
hiding, and partly to the dilatation of the heart 
which pertains to magnanimity which is an ef- 
fect of anger; hence the Philosopher says of the 
magnanimous man! that “he is open in his 
hatreds and his friendships . . . and speaks and 
acts openly."—Concupiscence, on the other 
hand, is said to lie low and to be cunning, be- 
cause, in many cases, the pleasurable things 
that are desired, savour of shame and voluptu- 
ousness, in which man does not wish to be seen. 
But in those things that savour of manliness 
and excellence, such as matters of vengeance, 
man seeks to be in the open. 

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Reply 1) the 
movement of anger begins in the reason, and 
therefore the juxtaposition of one contrary with 
another facilitates the judgment of reason, on 
the same grounds as it increases anger. For when 
a man who is possessed of honour or wealth 
suffers a loss in them, the loss seems all the 
greater, both on account of the contrast, and be- 
cause it was unforeseen. Consequently it causes 
greater grief, just as a great good. through being 
received unexpectedly, causes greater delight. 
And in proportion to the increase of the grief 
that precedes, anger is increased also. 


ArtIcLe 4. Whether Anger Above All Causes 
Taciturnity? 


We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: It 
would seem that anger does not cause taci- 
turnity. 

Objection 1. Because taciturnity is opposed 
to speech. But increase of anger conduces to 
speech, as is evident from the degrees of anger 
laid down by Our Lord (Matt. 5. 22), where 

1 Ethics, 1v, 3 (112426). 
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He says: Whosoever is angry with hes brother; 
and ... whosoever shall say to his brother, 
“Race”; and , . . whosoever shall say to his 
brother, “Thou fool.” Therefore anger does not 
cause taciturnity. 

Obj. 2. Further, through failing to obey rea- 
son, man sometimes breaks out into disordered 
words; hence it is written (Prov. 25. 28): Asa 
city that lieth open and is not compassed with 
walls, so is a man that cannot refrain his own 
spirit in speaking. But anger, above all, hinders 
the judgment of reason, as stated above (A. 3). 
Consequently above all it makes one break out 
into disordered words. Therefore it does not 
cause taciturnity. 

Obj. 3. Further, it is written (Matt. 12. 34): 
Out of the abundance of the heart the mouth 
speaketh, But anger, above all, causes a dis- 
turbance in the heart, as stated above (A. 2). 
Therefore, above all, it conduces to speech. 
Therefore it does not cause taciturnity. 

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. v, 
45)? that “when anger does not vent itself out- 
wardly by the lips, inwardly it burns the more 
fiercely.” 

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3; Q. XLVI, 
A. 4), anger both follows an act of reason. and 
hinders the reason; and in both respects it may 
cause taciturnity. On the part of the reason, 
when the judgment of reason prevails so far 
that although it does not curb the appetite in 
its inordinate desire for vengeance, yet it curbs 
the tongue from unbridled speech. Therefore 
Gregory says (ibid.): “Sometimes when the 
mind is disturbed, anger, as if in judgment, com- 
mands silence."—On the part of the impedi- 
ment to reason because, as stated above (A. 2), 
the disturbance of anger reaches to the outward 
members, and chiefly to those members which 
reflect more distinctly the emotions of the 
heart, such as the eyes, face and tongue; hence, 
as observed above (A. 2), “the tongue stam- 
mers, the countenance takes fire, the eyes grow 
fierce.” Consequently anger may cause such a 
disturbance that the tongue is altogether de- 
prived of speech, and taciturnity is the re- 
sult. 

Reply Obj. 1. Anger sometimes goes So far as 
to hinder the reason from curbing the tongue; 
but sometimes it goes yet further, so as to pre- 
vent the movement.of the tongue and other 
outward members. 

And this suffices for the Reply to the Second 
Objection. 

Reply Obj. 3. The disturbance of the heart 
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may sometimes superabound to the extent that of ‘the outward membets, and sometimes even 
the movements of the outward members are death. If, however, the disturbance be not’ $0: 
hindered by the disordered movement of the great, then out of the abundance of the heart 
heart. Thence ensue taciturnity and immobility thus disturbed, the mouth proceeds to speak. 
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